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FOREWORD 


It is with great pleasure that I respond to the request of 
Sri Raja Gururajaeharya, Kavitilaka, President of the Sri 
Parimala publishing House, Nanjangud to write a foreword 
to this Philosophical work Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s 
Mqnism of Dvaita is the darkness of night; the Parimala 
Publishing House with its handsome and magnantmous-minded 
President may be likened to the eastern horizon itself with 
the bright morning sun radiating the light of Sn Madhva’s 
Tattva-Vada. 

The Monism of Sri Madhva is a purely heretical notion 
which has assumed the proportion of exciting a keen contro¬ 
versy not because it has anything in the Sastras to support it, 
but because its propounder Mr. H. N. R. bears a Vidwat- 
dipioma and the bock he has written is published by the 
Mysore University Pouramkaratnam Hojavanahalii Sesha- 
charya, who is the guru of Mr H N R supports it somehow. 
Rajasevasakta Prof. A. R. Wadia who was the teacher of Mr. 
H N. R in the College has written a foreword to his book, 
“The Dvaita philosophy and its place m the Vedanta” 
stating that ‘Mr H. N. R. has argued with cogency how 
in essence Madhvaehsrya is a monist though the exigencies 
of nomenclature led him to call his philosophy Dvaitism 
to distinguish it from the monism of Sankara and Rama¬ 
nuja alike ” Obviously, the Professor believed that Mr- 
H N. R.’s conceptions of derived reality of the world, 
sole reality in Dvaita, of God as the creator of all and giver 
of reality to all, source of reality to even eternal things and 
svarupa srshti of eternal entities etc., were faithful to the 
Sastras. The confusion was worse confounded by reports 
that the work of Mr. H. N. R. was approved by heads of 
Madhva Mutts. When 1 sought permission of the University 
to publish a criticism of Mr. H. N. R.’s book, 1 received a reply 
No.4836, of 10th June 1942 which while granting me permission, 
stated that Mr. H. N. R.'s book was approved by eminent heads of 
certain Madhva Mutts and the writer had had an execllent re¬ 
ception in Madras and m other places on account of his work. 
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VI 


After the publication of my book ” Dvaita Pradipa and 
Tattva Sikshe,” Sri Seshaeharya also wrote to news papers 
that the present Swamiji of Sri Raghavendraswamin Mutt had 
written to him in a letter dated 16—6—1943 that his Holiness 
had not approved my book of criticism. All these factors 
have heated the matter of controversy to the melting pdlnt 
and the result of it is no doubt obvious to thinking minds. 
The dross of monism in Dvaita will be burnt up and the pure 
gold of Dvaita will shine bright as ever, like burnished gold 
The only truth about the several reports mentioned 
above is that Mr H N R’s work has met with downright con¬ 
demnation from everv quarter except from the Advaita Maha 
Mandah who were so pleased by seeing Sri Madhva prosely¬ 
tised into an Advaitm on the pages of Mr H N R’s book 
that they even conferred a title upon him, subject to the 
sanction of their elders, Rao Bahadur, K S Ramaswamy 
Sastry BA, BL., Retired Sub-Judge who presided at a lectiwe 
delivered by Mr H N R m Madras also spoke approvingly 
when he heard that Dvaita was an Ekatattva-vada, a form of 
Advatia A few people who have no thorough knowledge 
of Dvaita may also support Mr H. N R. No head of 
any eminent Madhva Mutt has approved the book, nor 
has any reception been given to Mr. H N. R in con¬ 
nection With this book. Indeed the author even received 
a too hot reception at Bangalore, Sri Madhva Sangha, 
last year when he gave expression to some of his queer 
Views With regard to my book of criticism the Swamiji 
was not asked for opinion, nor could he express his opinion as 
my book was not even written in full on 1 6—6—1943. If the 
entire letter referred to by Sri Seshaeharya is published, the 
public will know how damaging it is to the position cf Sri 
Seshaeharya himseif But of that confidential matter nothu & 
need be said here. Suffice it to say that neither the Swamiji 
of Spi Raghavendraswamm Mutt nor the head of any other 
Madhva Mutt can possibly approve such illogical views as those 
of Mr. H. N R. and countenance the act of alleging irrational 
doctrines to Sri Madhva, the reputed Sarvagnaeharya. 
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A curious inability—almost inexplicable—to distinguish 
"between the poorvapaksha interpretations of Srutis and the 
Siddhanta interpretations of them by Sri Madhva and 
secondly between the poorvapaksha positions to Sri Madhva 
and his Siddhanta positions and thirdly a totally odd concep¬ 
tion of definitions of Monism and Pluralism, etc, have been 
the basis of this startling novelty of Sri Madhva’s monism 
presented by Mr H.N R. m the article under review. But Sri 
Madhva has not called himself an Advaitm anywere, nor 
has any scholar of Sri Madhva so far called his system 
monism Mr H N. R. has represented Sri Madhva as a 
momst and states that it is Sri Madhva s own view, not his- 
{Mr H N R's) own view of Sri Madhva. If he had stated that, 
in his opinion, Sri Madhva’s philosophy descends to monism 
considering certain features of thought, the gravity of the 
controversy would have changed altogether. But now, it is a 
charge of misrepresentation that Mr H. N. R has to clear him¬ 
self from. Secondly, Dvaita Philosophy is still a living philo¬ 
sophy, and is studied minuiejy by numerous persons. Any 
changed interpretation of such a popular system is sure to be 
disputed unless proper causes can be shown in justification ojf 
such a changed exposition 1 have taught the philosophy to 
many students these fifteen years ; and not one has given me 
the surprise of a monistic presentation of Dvaita in his- 
answer book at any time. It is impossible to read monism 
into Dvaita literature. The test of a biography is its faithful¬ 
ness to the life portrayed. So too a work of philosophy must 
first faithfully expound the doctrine of the philosopher in 
question and then critically consider those views in the light 
of recognised standards of modern philosophic thought by 
using words in harmony with tradition and authoritative 
usage. This book by Ch Vedavyasachar invites Mr H. N. R, 
to fulfil his obligations to Dvaita philosophy first in the 
interests of Truth and next in the interests of numerous 
scholars who have felt his exposition a sacrilege to their 
sacred system. 
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The writer of the introduction to this book is a well- 
known scholar m Dvaita His scholarship is the result of a 
minute comparative study of several systems of thought* 
Eastern and Western , and its excellence is acknowledged by 
no less an authority than the late lamented Sri Satya Dhyana 
Thirtha Sri Swamiji, the pontiff of Sri Uttaradi Mutt who was 
revered as the very incarnation of Sri Madhva’s teachtngs„ 
Mr. H. Subba Rao is an unquestionable recognised authority 
on the tersest problems in Dvaita philosophy and his works- 
on behalf of the late Sri Satya Dhyana Thirtha Sri Swaraiji 
are an evidence of philosophical acumen of the highest 
order. The publication of Mr Subba Rao’s " Is Sri Madhva a 
Monist? ” will be the fulfilment of the promise made in this 
book. 

Chiranjwi H, K. Vedavyasaebar is the son of Sri Vidwan 
Krishnaeharya (of Chitaldurg) who became the late pontiff 
of Sri Raghavendra Swamin Mutt He began his studies .in 
philosophy under his uncle and has developed his knowledge 
remarkably in recent years. In this book, he has exposed Mr. 
H N R’s position with perfect clearness and has argued with 
Unimpeachable cogency of argument and unchallengeable 
support of the Sastras how in essence Sri Madhva is the 
maintainor of a particular form of uncompromising dualism, 
{the dualism of Svatantra-Paratantra) besides pointing out the 
fallacies of reasoning in Mr. H. N R’s article. The book is 
written, says Ch. Vedavyasacher, in order to set young minds- 
m the right path of acquiring knowledge of Dvaita, and to- 
convert Mr. H. N. R. himself. 1 wish him success m his 
enterprise and recommend the book to unstinting encourage¬ 
ment on the part of the public and the University. 


Sri Raghavendra Prasad, 
Mysore, 

9th December 1943. 


D. VASUDEYACHARYA. 





PREFACE 


Two years ago, when a discussion arose in Sri Mantralaya 
respecting the faithfulness of Mr H N. Raghavendrachar’s 
work 1 The Dvaita PhilosoDhy and its place in the Vedanta,’ 

! began to search the Dvaita philosophy m the originals for 
■any support in them to a monistic presentation of the teach¬ 
ings «of Sri Madhva. And now two months ago, m course of 
a discussion with my friend, Mr. K V. Rao, Medical Practi¬ 
tioner. Nanjangud, the idea of writing a critical pamphlet on 
*Mr H N. Raghavendrachar’s article, (Sri Madbva’s concep¬ 
tion of Svatantra p 1-36 Mysore University Journal Vol. IY 
1943 November) entered my mind The voice of my Professor 
dictated the manner of ,nv work, the method of presenting 
ideas and the expression to be used 1 am therefore grateful 
to my beloved teacher, Professor C R Narasimha Sastri M A., 
for his advice “to keep the controversy clear of all persona¬ 
lities and conduct it m the spirit of poet Tagore's message to 
the Maharaja's College “Insult not Truth for fear of Man” 

I must thank my friend Mr K V Rao himself for lending me 
his copy of the article for use and prompting me to write this 
by his stimulating questionaire My learned btother Vidwan 
K Srinivasaeharya, Siromam has furnished me with copious 
references (which could not be exhausted in this little volume) 
and has blessed me with explanations of many passages My 
respected teacher Mr. H Subba Rao has guided me through¬ 
out tne preparation of this book with innumerable suggestions 
find corrections, besides adorning the book with the Introdue. 
tion, 1 may call this a Primer of Dvaita philosophy based on 
a repeated study of his manuscript work "Is Sri Madhva & 
Momst? or the Necessity of Pluralism" Panditaratnam 
Nerur Krishnacharya, Nyayabbushana Mahavidwan D. 
Krishnamurthyaeharya, Mahavidwan Vidwanmani D, Yasu- 
devaeharya have helped me with profound and illuminating' 
suggestions. To Professor D Vasudevaoharya in particular, 
J am indebted also for -the foreword to this book. -1 thank 
■my un<jle .and Gu»u tyid#ftdbhushftna jBhimacharya for qx- 
,pluming 3 er.Uun.Cftpdr 1 ltft. 8 Jtd Sydba passages. 





X 


Next, I thank Mr. H N. Raghavendraehar himself for 
having inaugurated a new line of debate respecting the funda¬ 
mentals of Dvaita by presenting the Antaryamitva-vada (the 
■doctrine of immanence) as Advaita-vada. For this controversy 
sharpened my mind and taught me more than 1 learnt from 
volumes of books “ Nothing can be without God ; So GocT is 
the only reality, the system is Monism”—Such is the sub¬ 
stance of Mr H N. Ragahavendrachar’s theory "Nothing 
■can be without God So God keeps everything dependent upon 
Him; He is the Supreme Reality ; the system is Monotheism ” 
says Sri Madhva, This discovery was the work of a year for 
me And now 1 have realised that the dictionaries and usage 
are all wrong and Mr H N Raghavendraehar is right or 
that they are all right and Mr. H N Raghavendraehar is 
wrong There is not one line in all Dvaita Sastras which 
warrants us to conclude that Sri Madhva conceived the con¬ 
cept of dependence or immanence or partial similarity* as 
illogical half-way houses, which if properly pushed by the 
goad of logic, fall down and disappear and reveal the level 
plain of pure monism.* A doctrine of dependence or partial 
similarity is not to Sri Madhva, an admission of tacit or 
implicit monism, and is on the contrary, necessarily a duahs- 
tic creed of two essentially different but naturally related 
substances Two entities can be absolutely different and yet 
be related. Relation implies some similarity and does not 
imply identity of substance between the two things related. 
Sri Madhva’s conception of relation is supported by modern 
psychologists, tn his “ Tne Nature of Intelligence and the 
Principles of Cognition,’' Professor C Spearman Ph D, F.RS. 
writes ‘ Relation can be eo£m c ed between any characters 
whatever, simple or complex, concrete or abstract, that have 
come to apprehension withm any experience ”—(P. 64). Mr*. 
H. N Raghavendraehar‘s ‘Monism of Dvaita Vedanta* re-, 
minds one of M V Sarga 7 Stanza IS which is illustrative of 
the figure of speech called a form of pun. 

“Monism" to Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar is not opposed to 
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the acceptance of an essentially distinct plurality of beings, 
but is a name designed to mean Ntyatnatta (control from- 
•within). Monism, then to the author is the doctrine of an 
Antaryamin, eternally and essentially distinct from the world 
which He inhabits. I beg to point out that such a doctrine is 
menotheism, not monism. 

1 thank my friend Mr. N. K. Venkateshamurthy for typing 
the work for me, Mr K M Gopala Rao of Katte house for pre¬ 
paring the errata and Mr G. R Josyer, M.A., F.R E.S.. the Pro¬ 
prietor of the Coronation Press for the neat execution of 
printing work. My thanks are particularly due to Upadhya 
Venkateshachar of Chikkerhalli for having shouldered like 
a brother, the entire responsibility of attending to the transac¬ 
tions with the press and correction of the proofs. Lastly, 1 
owe a special debt of gratitude to the President Raja S. Guru- 
rajacharya, Kavitilaka and other members of the Parimala- 
Publishing House, Nanjangud, for making this my under¬ 
graduate attempt m philosophical research one of thenr 
publications 


ERRATA 

P vi, line 12 tead Bharat Dharma/or Advaita. 

P. 4 Footnote, line 6, for read 

|| 

P. 7 line 8, for 1 By becoming a new visishta, the visishta 
is born,’ read ' Becoming a new visishta means the visishta is 
born ’ 

P. 43 Footnote, line 1, fa S, C. read T. C. 

P. 60 Footnote, line 7, for the potter read God. 

P.70 Footnote, line 7 for not not self-contradictory read. 
not self-contradictory. 

P 72 Footnote, last line for 21. 231 read 20.231. 

Other misprints will be corrected in the next edition. 
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OPINIONS 


1, “ Reality of tha world, and its creation tin-various- 
senses) and other idoas which form the subject of this book 
have been very well expounded in “ Sri 'Madhva’s 'Tattva 
Vada ” by ch H K Yedavyasachar. That the philosophy of 
Sri Madhva can be established merely by reasoning (unaided by 
the VedasJ has been refuted with support of the authontifis; 
and the principles of Dvatta philosophy are represented faith¬ 
fully to the works of Sri Madhva. ” 


Nanjsngud. 


Vidvadbhushana, Asthanavidtean , 

Durgam BHEEMACHARYA. 


2 11 The exposition that since the whole world depends 

upon Brahman for all its activities in Dvaita philosophy and 
since Dvaita is a philosophy which believes in one causa it 
must be called Mcr'ism, (Advaita) and that reason alone can 
prove the pruic pies of this Dhilosophy is criticised with 
proper Sastra.c support and tne fundamentals of the Dvaita 
philosophy expounded are faithful to the originals m this book, 
Sri Madhva's Tattvavada ..." Panditaratnam Nerur Krihna- 
charya; Mahavidvxtn Nyaya Ehushauam D Krisbnamurtya- 
charya , Mahavbwan Vto ant a Vidian Kaveeua Nyaya Vtduati t 
Purva Meemamsa Viduan, Nyaya Pravecna Vedanta Shiromam 
C. Ramaehandraeharya, Mysore 

3. To say that Dvaita is Monism is unjust as that posi¬ 
tion is not at all to be found m the original books , it is purely 
a faneiful view. It is also unreasonable to expound a purely 
Yedic philosophy as a system that can be established by mere 
Reasoning. That all things have Svarufa Snsti is a heresy in 
this system. All these points are discussed in this book 
Sri Madhvas Tattva Vada” clearly and the true position is 
4 given in a manner that can be uuderstood even by laymen. 

Pandtta Ratmrn Malta Vtdwait, 
Anekal SREEN1VASACHAKYA, 

•iXo'be. continued on j&ge 2 of tfte cover) 
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sfterc?tft twitara 5m: n 

i 

s?n^m vr^tpt sftwnyrRT^ i 
csrwgscRram 5r^ra5mi«m: 11 

Sri Madhva's Tattva-Vada 

(A critique of Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar's 
" Madhva’s Conception of Svatantra.”) 

INTRODUCTION 

(H. SUBBA RAO, M.A ) 

. Maohva Sastra which is based on the Vedas, Sutras and 
the Gita and other Scriptures which are in accordance with 
the teachings of these three sources of philosophical knowledge 
has generally stated the ‘Siddhanta,’ (accepted position), un¬ 
equivocally m the language sanctioned by tradition and 
common usage There are no two schools of thought on any 
important or even ordinary topic in Dvaita Vedanta. Dvaita 
Siddhanta expounded m the language _employed m common 
parlance is accurately summarised in M.S.S, S.T.R.M. and 
other works. It maintains that primordial matter, Avyakrita- 
kasa, the Vedas, Jivas, Lakshmi, eto., are unborn, as uncreated 
as God from infinite times. They are as undying in essence 
as God: 

2-3-15. B.S.B. This is the teaching expressed m customary 
language. But there are many Srutis which state that matter, 

space, Jivas etc., are all created by God. 

The apparent conflict between these two positions is solved in 
B. S. B. and A. V. 2. 9.1 and in Y.T. V. by pointing out that-the 
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word Sristi or Utpatti (creation) is used in three senses (1) 
“ ” that is, coming into existence from a state of 

non-existence. (2) -the acquisition of a 

dependent glory or some special manifested glory at the time 
of world-production and (3) pure manifestation out of free 

win “ arasifar (^lasSp iT) 55 


In the first sense the unoriginated things mentioned above 
have no creation, because they do not come into a state of 
existence out of a state of non-existence.* The third sense is 
applicable only to God’s forms Except God, none has that 
particular kind of ‘Creation ‘ Creation’ in the second sense 
is the monopoly of the entire mtya entities (eternal things) 
ruled by God because this ‘Creation’ (getting of a special 
dependent office) is ]ust what even eternal things can receive 2 


1 as SgfW I_ 

a tfflpa^a^ i aat s i <aflateai%- 

fsrrtfto faster *&a aiR^art i . 

&ia a ^ r rq it^ a af^ g g a i i srraa stor f a ^ffc ftt t 

5«r«t qwp s n 1 ^ ^feaa tcflfe rt u a. v. 2.3.1. 


“ *m*u la sprrrfeT % a«rea T ta %aar 1 srarro =ar 
it^nfraVusai 1 sqfaRR fe fo* ft . sf^a^ras5it- 


aaar Raafaai?a srfta a aat t q f %sf£n arrsftafaatar 

- „ 

arf^TO 1 ^yaaca^jta i a a aaii^faw i fcimHft : i tc.p. 932. 

The authorities “ “3R^- 

fow: snataa” admit that there are unborn and eternal 
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God alone can not become subject to this 'creation* for 
He is independent But God has ' creation ’ in the sense of 
•manifesting His forms. £>ri Bhagavata begins with mentioning 
these three kinds of creation and praising the glory of the 
disinterested God who has no end of His own to achieve by 
befng the sole responsible agent of these three kinds of 
creation 

Now, ifthe word ‘creation’ can be used in three senses 
the question is, which of these meanings is the chief meaning 
and the most popular’ The answer is, though the word is 
used in three senses m the Srutis, the chief primary meaning 
that is universally recognised by the Srutis and by all the 
Darsanakaras is only the first meaning. It is the most popular 
and most in common use m Dvaita also The V T.V. with Tika, 
Bhavadipa and Srinivasa Tirthiya declare the Siddhanta s . 
Tfte use of the word creation to denote the manifestations 
of forms of Han is unimportant. The use of the word 


things. T.C. also says II 

says the Bharata While stating 
(m B. S. B. and A. V. 2. 3. 1.) that these are created, the words 
“they are said to be, called as, created," occurs invariably. 
That also means that the word ‘creation’ is used in this con¬ 
text in a special sense, not the chief sense in comparison with, 

the first meaning, “ ” 


3 v. t. v. p 11 s —ztgmj 



i —Bhavadipa) 1 cTOTfa ST 




Srinivasa Tirthiya, p 235.— 

qrar ^sclcqrfo'hr re i rem wft- 

ll arg q fa ftq iqr «... sn^’ 


“RxlHx*A£. g7^LcAfl^L^L 



4 


creation’m the sense of getting a dependent trait is also 
unimportant but significant only in comparison with the- 
use of the word to denote God’s manifestation of forms, the 
most important primary meaning of ‘creation’ is decidedly, 

the first, namely or coming into a state of exis¬ 

tence out of a state of non-existence. So the traditional ex¬ 
position of “ creation ” m Dvaita is based on this most impor¬ 
tant accepted usage of the term. But Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
ohar misunderstands the entire Sutra literature and fails to 
grasp the significance of the N. S. statement (p. 431). 

iFRRsr ^^nssTfSra crermtr i ?wr- 

itm gMdotHgKl i 

This statement is made to deny creation in the sense of change * 
of mbstance or coming into a state of existence out of a state 
of non-existence and to prove that Akasa njay be said to be 
* created ’ in the seeond sense, (getting a dependent trait). 
The meaning is ‘ ‘ when an entity secures a new quality it 
becomes necessarily a new qualified entity. That qualified 
entity, of course, is not in essence different from the entity. 


it 


Bhavadipa, p 109 — 

“ In this Sri Raghavendra 

Swamin condemns Swarupa sristi of the jivas— 


¥I4MMftui5TTW: il 
p 431. n. s. %& ^whunw 3 rera;iifrft.q r 
s w g gqjm l frfo frfite r fi-q rent i a r fa g Mifrgra: ^wdd i ^ i c it 
. q rerc rer fiki il 
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So when a qualified entity is created, we say the entity is 
created, for example Devadatta is become (is created) a 
learned man” The word ‘creation,’ mthis eontext simply 
means giving a new trait, while the entity Akssa or Devadatta 

remains uncreated It does not mean the coming 

into existence of Devadatta or Akasa (as the result of a change 
of some other substance, or coming into a state of existence 
out of a state of non-existence). Failing to perceive that the 
Sutra literature denies ’creation’ for Nitya entities in the 
most popular sense accepted in usage, Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
ehar has regarded the second meaning (which is admitted to 
be unimportant m comparison with the first meaning in 
V T.V) as the chief meaning, and from that standpoint reads 
an entirely new meaning to the whole of Dvaita Vedanta 
correctly expounded by many writers in the past by the use 
of words in their chief sense 5 He even misrepresents 
the traditional account in his article and makes scathing 
remarks upon it as if old writers have not been able to 
grasp his high ideas This only reflects his misapprehension 
of the salient teachings of Viyadadhikarana and B S 2 1.6. 
He states boldly that every addition of a quality (say a new 
state of mind) involves ' change ’ to the jiva, very carelessly 
using the word ‘change’ Every moment a new jiva is 
produced , and every moment the jiva is destroyed , and we 
have a kshanikavada involving disintegration of personality. 

By thus conceiving the whole world as a new born 
* Yisishta’ qualified entity, every second, he denies it a perma¬ 
nent identity and regards God, the cause of all these changes, 
as the sole creator of a new world every second , from the 
idea of creation of a previously non-existent world every 

5 Sri Jayatirtha criticises the habit of defining terms by 
using words m senses not current in experience. N. S. p. 1 97. 
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second naturally, he takes a leap to the idea of God's being the 
only Being as the source of created things , nothing is eternal 
ip fact, everything is created God thus becoms the,only cause 
of the world , the system is termed monism But the truth 
is, the entities accepted as eternal in Dvaita are changeless 
in substance like God by their inherent nature as stated vMh 
reasoning in Gita Bh 2, 18, though dependent upon God. 
The Svarupa of the eternal entity transcends time like God 
and it does not undergo Svarupanasa, that is, it does not lose 
its individuality but retains it by the law of its inherent being 
Yet it is dependent upon God The eternal entity has Anadi 
Siddha Svarupa Satta, (as told in NS on P 152) inherent 
unorigmated reality existing in it by God’s Anadi Svabhava 
ntyamaka Sakti, the power of keeping under control the 
baginningless inherent essential character 6 The ]ivas have 
many natural qualities as pointed out in B. S B 2. 3 16 The 
eternal things are not at all created at any time, in the strict 
■sense. Whatever ‘ creation ' is attributed to them is in respect 
of some external belonging which comes to 

them as an appointment or a new state without affecting their 
individualities in any way. It is ‘ creation ’ in a special sense 


6 Mr. H N Raghavendrachar twists the texts to suit 
his preconceived idea that everything is created by God 
and God is the only cause of the world T C, 379 expounds 
that God controls the natural reality of eternal things just 
as He controls the natural reality of non-eternal things; 
and that there is no self-contradiction at all m the idea of 


lii'hii.ll^h the power of keeping under control 
the unorigmated inherent natural reality of eternal things 
Mr H. N Raghavendrachar quotes this passage and trans¬ 
lates this phrase “ ” into “the 

power of creating snadi svabhava" on p. 10 of his article. 
The passages quoted, actually repudiate ‘creation’ 1 of'the 
essanee of eternal things r wigsiwwu ■ 
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which only sets off the dualistic character of the system by 

showing that everything is subject to God’s control 7 The 

Visishta ‘ creation ’ specified in N S statement quoted, may 

be applied to God and all enternal entities on the lines of 

Mr, H N. R’s reasoning God for example becomes connected 

wfth a new point of time by His will at every moment, with 

being called Devakiputra at a particular point of time, and 

so on By becoming a new Visishta, the Visishta is born. He 

♦ 

also is born not in the sense of but in the sense 

■of manifesting His will in some way The Svarupa is un¬ 
changed, and the so-called ‘creation’ of God by beeommg 
connected with changing moments of time is purely nominal, 
pradurbhavavisosha making room for the Vyavaharct popular 
ignorant usage that God is born 

Similarly, when the ]iva receives a physical body which 
it tiad not before, it becomes a qualified entity The Visishta i 
‘ the jivs w^th body ’ is born, that is has abhutvabhavana; the 
jiva also is said to be bom as if he had abhutvabhavana, but m 


ferRraft ^^WrTT tontOmi ii ... 

The intention of the passage is to establish God’s power 
of keeping even Anadi things under control, not to prove that 
God is the only cause of the world, or that God is secandle^s; 
or that the world is created at every second The idea of 
the soul’s‘destruction is criticised in Gita Bh 2, 19 

“ Tt ” T. S RcS 

ST II On P. 4 this view is criticised 


7 See A. V. 2. 3. 18, ^!hJ^T39r% 'grjfiq- \ 

V. T. V. P. 8. 

^tflPRSpT II See also B. S. B. 2, 3, 11. 
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reality becomes only connected with a new body and remains 
unchanged The “ creation ” of jiva is also nominal. So too 
in the ease of all the eternal entities. The Visista Sristi of 

eternal things involves no change of substance (f^fSt^ uftoiiw).. 
Hence every moment God and the eternal things may become 
newVisistas, yet as they remain unchanged their eternal 
nature is not affected at all®. God’s creative power in 
respect of these unchanging eternal entities boils down to 
grant of ‘dependence’ without implying the absence of entities 
besides God. Ai. Bh. bears out this point. 


8 U. K. M , P. 10. Sri Vyasa Tirtha writes — 

i cr«nrrT 

fe%gW^rt s<T<Tsi?r oar it See n. s. p i 95 . 

(1. 4 6) for an account of the formation of several kinds of 
vikara which gives occasion to actual creation or birth. 

Also p. 932 . t. csnfera fe ^qnregrl c q^rr i 

qr%* srcr ^3TRTt i 1 


Ai Bh 2.4 3 P 144. T “ I. - 

am^i Timm si^fa fesr- 

... crrsftaR^r SN 1 ’SDPrr 

II See also Ai. Bh. 2 4.1. That the ]iva is not 
created every moment, by becoming a new Visista every mo¬ 
ment is borne out by V.T V P. 2 “ SRT OTS^^JT^f^rSTTfcr- 

i mnctisircr: u 


Further the jiva, Vedas etc are “ Svarupato ” nitya or- 
Kutastha ” nitya, i.e. eternal m a changeless manner, fciita 
Bh. stanzas II. 22. 23. 24. are clear on the point.— 


~R-€LHXLAJL g7^LcAtVH^L 



Mr,. H N R misses this point. This is his exoosition. 
(p. 18)— M So Madhva favours Sadasatkaryavada This is 
the theory that holds that a product is existent only as a 
purvavastha and non-existent as product, i.e , as an expression 
of a fresh change This is what Madhva means hy 
parwdhtnavtsesavapti and it is in this very sense that he holds 
that Isvara creates the world incessantly N S 327 says 
“ Therefore the doership m the real sense belongs only to 
Him” “ This implies that nothing in the world can be said 
to do anything in the real sense of the term Acetana does 
not do anything The case of eetana also is in reality the 
same Taking for example a case where a jiva seems to do 
something, N S 327 says “ B3th jiva and Isvara are in the 
body, (]iva as abhimamn and Isvara as antaryamm) He 
(Isvara) produces knowledge, desire and will of the jiva by 
means of His knowledge, desire and will He also gives the 
power of eauseness to the other eauses which are external 


^rcr: SJT*TT 

fCSTdT fflftvyfcT li IsrfafcT it 

jRfora am ii n' 

T. S T enumerates the changeless eternal entities — 

scrsr fimaw fzssreraT mwqpKk ... 

asqivcnviwm I T.S.T. (R)p.7—%CRRT f^lr^ 

u t s t (s) 

p i*.— w ra a t w r qiahnffi %rarraff^ic# 

?r«n ii 

sro? s ii 


So Mr. H. N. Raghavendraebar’s Brahma-vada is the 
naive expression of the budding realisation that even change¬ 
less eternal things are dependent upon God, not at all monism 
in any of its forms. T. V. T. criticises monism:— 
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to jiva Thus He produces jar, etc. The so-called doer- 
ship of jiva is thus given by Him- The same is the impli¬ 
cation of the teaching of the Gita—“Knowledge, discrimi¬ 
nation, etc come from me.” 

“This illustration explains how rich lsvara’s creafcor- 
ship is In creating even an ordinary thing like a jar, one 
can note the real extent of His rich creatorship His 
knowing the abilities of antahkarana is to give those abilities 
to antahkarana. This is to create both the abilities and 
the antahkarana as having them Antahkarana is thus a 
Visitets. To give this Visista to jiva is to create jiva as a 
Visista Under the same circumstance the knowledge, 
■desire and will of the jiva are created With them the 
jiva becomes a more complex Visista Some external enti¬ 
ties such as implements, etc as having causeness are also 
created, As a result of all these productions, the production 

r 

of a jar takes place ” 

This is all hopelessly unsound The Sadasatkaryavada 
of Sri Madhva explains—■•(see 2 3. 2. A. V)—what he means 
by abhutvabhavana, creation proper, m contrast with 
paradhmaviseshavapti For example, the production of a jar 
out of earth is an instance of actual creation, The jar was 
non-existent as jar , it was existent in the state of its material 
cause, namely earth The earth underwent a change (vikara) 
and so a new visishta was produced' involving change of 
substanee (viseshyaparinama, or y^di. mild). This is 

actual creation This kind of creation is possible only to 
anitya entities, that is, originated or non-eternal entities. But 
paradbinavisesavapti is creation in the unimportant second 
sense, explained already It is applicable to eternal entities. 
When a eternal changeless entity receives a new 

addition (as for example, the jiva gets a new body), the eternal 
entity does become a new visista, but without undergoing 
any change of substance 'iRvU+i). So there are two 

kinds of ‘visista’ creation.—(i) Yisistas like the jar mads 


~R.€lHxlAJL 
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of changed earth, (a combination of earth and jarhood),. 
where the substantive, namely earth, changes, and the new 
jar is effected (u) Yisistas like "world-controlling Lakshmi,” 
" jiva with a physical body” where the substantives (visesya) 

namely Lakshmi, jiva etc., do not change. The production of 

• _ . 

the former is a case of actual creation m the 

chief sense The production of the latter is a case of nominal 
creation, creation in the unimportant sense as already 
explained®. It is called paradhinaviseshavapti. The fact that 
Cod creates all the nitya entities in this latter sense and does 
not actually create them does not imply any loss of glory or 
limitation to God The absenea of incessant creation to the 
uncreatable eternal entities is an expression of His wisdom. 
Real glory is independent control, not the ability to do the 
logically impossible as giving a real child to a really barren 
woman, at the time that she is barren, or we may please 
Mr. H. N. R by admitting that God has ability to create 
actually the eternal entity but has not out of His own free 
will given actual creation (implying change of substance) to the 


9 The idea that when the Yi&ista has abhutva-bhavana, 
the Viseshya (]iva or Lakshmi, etc.,) has abhutva-bhavana is 
criticised in A. V 2. 3. 2. and N S p 434 ‘ ^ 


(snjfermsR) 4hrar- 

It—The Kevala Caitanya is the self, the ]iva without 


the physical body. The 'jiva thus defined has no abhutva- 
bhavana, even though “the jiva with body” has abhutva- 
bhavana. Mr H N R. makes no distinction between 
Abhutva-bhavana and Paradhma Viseshavapti and concludes 
that the ]iva is also actually created when the pva’s physical 
body is created. 


A.V 2. 3 2 defines Abhutva-bhavana anddemes it to many 
eternal entities “ 
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eternal entity. God’s not having actually created the eternal 
entity out of His own free will, having the ability to create it, 
is no limitation. Whichever way we explain it, the admission of 
the fact that the eternal entity is not actually created by God 
(as defined m the first sense) is faithful to the Sastras and 
implies no limitation to God because immanence m the segse 
of incessant and independent control is enforced with new 
meaning in every line of Ssrvamoola. 

For that reason again, just as Mr. H.N. R’s conception 
that Isvara ‘creates’ the nitya world incessantly is wrong, his 
conception that the " doership m the real sense belongs only 

to God " is wrong The author’s quotation d^lk^ 

*pqr ^TTPT ” means “ Therefore to God alone belongs 

the chief mastership and doership ” Mr H N R's translation 
is wrong Sri Madhva definitely says “ sfcrtfofvsft ” in 
B. S. B 2. 3. 17. The jiva also is the real doer. Every act is 
done by God and jiva simultaneously Both are real doers. 
God is the chief doer, the jiva is the dependent doer The 

” it n. s p 434 —i vn^naR?nrr 

sqjscrwrej i ^rsaci^^tqsr qj N w q frgff r 

5T5aCRR3l^f%te^; i crrsrcwqT sn*H^q- 

3PW WfST II It Sri Seshacharya has given the 

interpretations that (a) Abhutva-bhavsna and Paradhina 
Viseshavapti are identical or (b) that the Visesya. jiva {jiva, 
Lakshmi etc.,) has abhutva-bhavana, when the Visishta has 
Abhutva-bhavana or (c) that Paradhina viseshavapti is not an 
unimportant meaning of the word creation in comparison 
■with Abhutva-bhavana, he must certainly revise his views. 
A misapprehension of these three fundamental ideas has 
landed Mr. H. N. R. in a Kshamlta-vada, a doctrine of constant 
flux, which makes God Himself a mutable figure. 


“RxlHx*A£. 



idea that the doership of the jiva is not real is definitely 
hostile to Dvaita So too the doctrine that ‘acetana’ does 
not do anything is unscentific Matter changes really, moved 
by the God m it who really manifests His new forms’ 0 . 
The statement that doership of the jiva is given is metaphorical 
fo# “ controlled by God ” 

The hypothesis that the jiva is made a new Visishta' 
every moment as already pointed out does not, according to 
Sri Madhva, imply the 'creation’ of the jiva. The jiva is 
unchanged and so, though he becomes a new Visishta 
connected with fresh mental changes and though he is called 

created, he is not created in the chief s»nse And so many 
eternal things uncontndicted m character and essen¬ 

tially unchanging are admitted in the svstem God, it is also 
accepted, uses them in His sport ot world-creation, though 
He.ean do without them And so out of God's independent 
will all the eternal things are causes in the fullest sense of 
the term God can demolish everything and remain an only 
Being; but His wisdom has expressed itself m keeping under 
control a world distinct from Him and subject to His 
transcendent and immanent rulership for ever Of the many 
causes of the world, God is the independent efficient cause. 
In A. V. 2 1. 6. Sri Madhva says 

I SRTc^T. Mr. H. N. R’s view 

that the system of Madhva is monism because God is 
independent, and that independent means giver of reality and 
producer of everything without using other causes, but 
creating them and remaining the only cause, is relegated to 
the position of a Poarvapaksha and condemned in N S. on 

’“Read the commentary to 3TTrJ|*I ’* 

Tai Bh (S ) p. 37. See also T. V T p 3 1 22, 
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pp 299—300" A doctrine of only one supreme cause is not 
the same thing as a doctrine of only one cause without a 
second The latter conception necessarily implies not the 
dependence of the world, but the unreality of the world or 
the material identity of the world with God The authors 
exposition particularly the views that the ]iva has no rgal 
doershtp, that matter has no real activity, are aspects of 
Advaita metaphysics, while the theory that everything is 
created anew every mament is pure Buddhism. Also the 
view that the Srutis and Smritis are only a corroborative 
evidence to pure philosophy’ is a reminiscence of the un- 
vedic doctrine of the Nyaya-Vais^shikas 12 



scrar^ricr i ?Nr ^ «rkot?^ i 



fr*r trird^r i . . . sr#r gr^rfacrcsrr^r- 

tc^r ^ .... 

i ?rw<: ^ f ^ i ^ T T r^rc r i i 

srs^rnt: qr rCT fg re q 1 f^rorf^ ^ 

. . . stpsp'tt gn^n¥%rrf^ sreftrsfa eft: 

^•pNr ^ ft an sfiret ^rq[- 

. . . . ?T5f£ i *rf^» §■wciJMursiTftt 

J^fcr l sreahtijTt i cror* lreai^Nf ^ntf# 
. . . . T% STTO ^'aSFTW ^ dRTt 

ink ... aa^reqifeaq arr % ^r^r nnsita It 


12 Mr H. N. R, says on p. 1 —" Madhva’s teaching is purely 
a philosophioal justification of Svatantra with all its implica¬ 
tions." P. 15.—“ Mere faith as opposed to reason has no place 
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Thera are abuses of both Sanskrit and English words in 
the article under consideration, misinterpretat'on of Srutis 
and Madhva tex^s and misuse of texts for ends for which they 
are not fitted It is beyond the scope of this little book to 
attempt a display of them all One remark that is absolutely 
necessary in this connection is that the author’s conception 
of Svatantra is the result of a long process of incubation on 
the rrrsunderstandmg of the purport of the Sutra literature as 
pointed out already and secondly on the acceptance of the 
meanings of Srutis definitely condemned by Madhva, thirdly 
on definitions of monism and monotheism, dualism and 
pluralism to which no student of philosophy will ag»ee Again 
and again, Madhva has definitely expressed his idea of the place 
and function ot reasoning in his system V. T V begins with 
enunciating it in detail 13 A metaphysics of God is impossible 


in his philosophy His conceptions are Without exception 
rationalistic When he quotes Sruti or Smriti, his aim is not 
to gam strength from it, but to lnlieite the philosopny un¬ 
derlying the text ” In his “ Dvaita philosophy and its place 
m the Vedanta” he is more clear (P 204) —“ In this system 
reason without the help of the Veda gives this idea” This is 
just the Nyaya-Vaiseshika view — 



13 sgrirerT Irar i 
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without the aid of the Vedas. What excuse is there for our 
author's misunderstanding it “> Does he want to kill his sys¬ 
tem by a friendly embrace of original exposition ? It is hoped 
that this book will make Mr. H N Raghavendraehar realise 
that Dvaita is a marvellously well built eastle of adamant 
guarded by disciplined garrisons of commentators and that»it 
resents even the least attempt at change of interpretation u 


i: sefcr ^Txi- 

11 ^MT cT ^J OT QdTOrs&ft 

^S^fcT: I Srjfot f SR r ggR %^T^cT 

t| 


See also Dvaita Pradipa by Prof. Vasudevacharya p 57 
where he quotes A. V. 1, 1, 5 , and M T. N. 1.139,11 7-8 *E’ 
S. B. 1 1. 3, 1, 6. 18. Also 1, 1, 3. A V, N S and T C 


u Mr H N Raghavendraehar places himself in the horns 
of a dilemma in his article. If in Dvaita, as he states, God is 
the Only Reality, Sole Cause, Secondless Being, Only Prin¬ 
ciple, and nothing is eternal and everything is created, the 
system becomes monism, but the exposition becomes unfaith¬ 
ful to Sri Madhva. If, on the other hand, as he suggests and 
-states, wa interpret the terms ' Only Reality,’ ' Sole Cause.’ 

* Secondless,’ etc,, to mean one independent principle and 

* creation ’ m the sense of ruler, we have a doctrine of one- 

principle, which is Niyamaka, that is, ruler of many eternal 
dependent causes of the world, the doctrine becomes faithful to- 
Sri Madhva but ceases to be monism. Sri Madhva translates, 
the Sruti <s <3(1*1 T ” not into “trie creator of eternal 

m 

■entities,” but into “the Niyamaka or indwelling controller 
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Mr H. N Raghavendraehar's book and article fall under 
the category of ‘ Duragama' as defined in the stanzas quoted, 
and it is with great distrust that we have to accept his exposi¬ 
tion of Dvaita. 

A copy of this book has been sent to Mr. H N. Ragha- 
vandraehar and it is expected chat he will recant his position, 
namely that Dvaita is Monism and that it is pure philosophy- 
unaided by the Vedas, and publish his corrected view 

H SUBBA RAO 


I 

The Tattva-Vada of Sri Madhva 

—**&&&&*— 

Steffi 1| Bhg. T 17—This and other 

innumerable quotations in Dvaita teach thatthe world, though 
absolutely distinct from God. is figuratively spoken of as identical 
with Purusha (God) on account of its utter dependence upon 
God m its Svarupa. pramiti, and pravritti, as when we s$y the 
king conquered his foes where the armies of the king are 
called king. This ijs Goupa-advaita—figurative monism] 

The pluralistic Tattva-vada of Srt Madhva hegms with 
defining Brahman as perfect because Ha alone is Svatantra and 
everything else is Not-svantanfra. Sri Madhva’s conception 
of $vataqtpa-t$ttva as contradictory in nature to Not-svatan- 
trp-tqttva js clearly enunciated m T. S. and T, V. There are 
no two schools of thought in Dvaita. The argument of Spi 
Jayatirtha is as follows.:— 


of the eternals (p. 380, N. S.).” Another meaning of the 
sruti is “ fagti fr g&fofag t: msriShw that is. 

He has no destructible body.—B. S. B. D. p. 674, 
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The philosophy which holds that there are no tattvas is 
contradictory to experience and negates itself. The philosophy 
of one tattva cannot account for the consciousness of 
difference in experience. The philosophy which maintains 
that all is paratantra (dependent) leads to infinite regress. The 
system which holds that all is Svatantra (independent) will 
have to admit that the world is perfect. Therefore there are 
two tattvas absolutely distinct from each other because of 
eternally contradictory characters as Svatantrya and para- 
tantrya not-dependence and dependence. The Svatantra is 
only one m number , He is Vishnu. The difference between 
the world and God is told in all the sastras. There is not one 
text which intends to teach non-difference between the world 
and God ; the difference persists m mukti also'® The system 
is Dvaita or dualism m the sense of a doctrine of two distinct 
beings. The pva is coeval with God, an eternal dependent 


,s Vide T. S 'ai Hrf## u and the 

Tika on this, Sr# ll-*KT?ft T’.s gloss. 

v. t. v &<tfi£uTicch?jqr«r i srwir- 

I ^rarr- 

*WT* H Pp. 5 and 8. 

Ch. Bh. Vi.—g’ffJRT %afT: 1 V.T.V.p.10— 

g gf^inssi^g 1 «re re iw fit a raft w 
1 1 ^rrd- 

II ; . . . . WT: 

3ft#«rhf# it dwrcrfafofaaacsj 11 .: %m- 
t i# ztfkvk 1 i# sifewt *31#: u sft%- 

srtssrc: $t?pr aw 1 s rg sftafa- 

^TrTW 3r3^t#t#.5T«T^t^rcr?jq»: I 

1 ;r ^ spirit: ll * t 
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companion, not a product coming into existence at a point of 
time. 18 The superficial meaning of the Sastras must not be 
accepted as Siddhanta. ‘Siddhanta' is the intended teaching 
of the Vedas apprehended as the result of subjecting them to 
critical enquiry with the instrumentality of the several 
canons of interpretation as Upakrama, Upasamhara, Abhyasa, 
etc , and also the other six canons of word-interpretation as 
Sruti, Linga, etc. Judged in the light of those canons, Dvaita 
or Dualism between paratantra and Svatantra is the Truth of 
the Vedas Statements in the Sastras which apparently teach 
that God alone existed and the world was created later imply 
that God is great in power and glory and the world exists by 
His grace and does not exist as independent 17 Similar inter¬ 
pretations are to be given to all expressions like ‘ the world, 
derives reality,’ ‘God gives reality,’ 1 the world is produced’ 
etc. 


18 See B. S. B. 2, 1, 6 -v“ ^T^STTffi^ 

7. b s. b —“ vf&srmw qqfttiV ir q&rrafr ” u See also 
B. S. B 2 2, 1, 4 and 2, 2, 2. 

,7 B S B. 2. 1. 6 .—U TO- 

i ... ^nr^r%«rrac. * 

1 «T5?TrRc5r 


18 Metaphorical statements are to be explained in the 
light of unequivocal statements. Unequivocal state¬ 

ments declare that the world’s real'ity is controlled and 
directed by the indwelling Gcd, that the world is not in¬ 
dependent. A V. 2 2 2. also N. S p. 830. ?rf^- 

a. 

swwtA: ancR<A&«u ?r^?Tirff^TT. . . 
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Sometimes, the world is even thought of as unreal m the 
Sastras The meaning of those Srutis is, that the world is 
powerless and inferior m comparison with God 19 it is a 
dependent real, unreal as independent Sometimes the world 
is conceived as apparently identical with Brahman, or Brah¬ 
man is stated as identical witl} the world , the meaning'-of 
such passages is that the world is dependent upon God in every 
respeet though having a distinct existence 20 Th® difference 
between the world and Brahman is eternal and God is the 
Chief Being. God is always Niyamaka, the transcendent and 
immanent ruler, the world is always niyamya, the dependent. 

When God creates the world, the coeval entities which 
exist dependency upon him receive additional dependent 
traits. The entities as such are not produced 21 

The material anadi things receive some additional traits. 
Primordial matter is even made to change (vtkari). The 
spiritual entities (]ivas) also receive fresh glories Laksbrnt 
manifests her desire for creation. Therefore the “ creation ” 

wg^nr- 

i f%3 u So this 

absolute independence is constant prerana and myamana .n- 
dwellmg rulership and keeping under His con¬ 

stant control. That part of the world which is born is 
created also by God 

* Sea Nyayamnta p. 298“ g*.lUlfe^ 3|rnjfcs- 

snSTT^T^ I Id| etc. 

» See 1. 4.1. B. S. B, and A. V. 1.1. 1. , Also —“ 

U A. V. 2. 8. 14. also is very clear. 

rv.T.Y. agi n qi ir wn ’ fci w reftffom fc 

« a. v. 2 . a, l. *iaiT$sr ft* 
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of unongigated things means the bestowal of a new glory upon 
them, not bringing them into being. 22 G5d creates everything 
in this sense, that is, m the sense of giving everything some- 

fW ffsW H^JJTlrqSfiiTI Sf^fcTs g^ft 

^rcf^rsr: i ffrrsftof^far s rencare frBfcrr.' i Thougn said 
to be created in a special sense, they have no creation in the 
chief sense .—“ TOPIT tqaw il flil %er^gnfo%g& I 5HTW 
^ it 

“When the verb 'ereata' is used to denote actual coming 
into being of a thing out of a state of non-existenee, it takes 
no (objective) complement after it But when it is used to 
denote the bestowal of a gift upon a person or thing already 
existing (ns now in the ease of God's granting of special glories 
to Lakshmi, jivas, Vedas etc ,) the verb is invariably followed 
by an objective complement. O E D is clear on the point.— 
"Create—invest (person) with rank, as create a man- a , peer.” 
So Mr H N R’s statements ' jiva is oeated, Avyakrita- 
akasa is created . Lakshmi is created" etc, are wrong He 
should say “ the jiva is created a ” dehi ” (a soul with body, 
Akasa is created inhabited space , Lakshmi is created queen 
of the world ” etc. That means the Svarupa—the jiva, Akasa, 
and Lakshmi in themselves do not come into being They are 
not created in themselves. But we may simply say —God 
created Brahmanda, as its Svarupa (ie., itself) comes into 
being. There is vast difference of meaning between Coming 
into being and becoming,’ as e g compare ‘ the child came 
into being ” with “ the child became a school-ooy." The former 
implies Svarupa Snsti, but the latter (viz paradhinavisesha- 
vapti) forbids it. But Mr, H N R. uses the word creation m a 
third sense, that is, as an equivalent to 'protection' or 
dependence. Such a usage is purely metaphorical as when a 
drowning man says to his deliverer " He gave me ijfe.” 
Creation construed as ‘giving reality ' and used in the sense of 
* protection ’ is Gouna-sristi. 
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thing it had not before, so as to show that they are subject to 
His control Every eternal thing is unprcduced in the chief 
sense and indestructible m essence (.n its subtle state)* 3 

Further God is always Svatantra, everywhere, in every 
sction, in relation to everything m the world. He is trans¬ 
cendent He is also the immanent ruler. What God Can. 
do is difficult to eoneeive Mr H N Raghavendrachar 
would have it that God can make A and non-A identical, can 
give a real son to an eternal barren woman at the time that 
she is really a barren woman, God can kill Himself, can 
become matter, can suffer pain, can become finite and what 
not.* 4 

The answer 'S, the limits cf God's glory are admittedly 
inscrutable even to the gods Mr H N Raghavendrachar 
has set out upon a philosoohieal enquiry whether the 
conception of Svatantra makes room for a dualistic or a 
momst’c conception of things It is irrelevant t;> abandon this 
philosophical process and enter into a theological discussion 
about'matters respecting which even theology confesses 
defeat **. God is known to be Satyasankalpa by the 
pramanas The question is what God has done and whether 
He has used His svatantrya so as to maintain an order of 
things which necessitates a dualistic scheme of thought or 
not. We must remember also that whatever God does is in 
consistency with His perfect and all-wise nature and there 


** A. V. 2. 2. 10. N. S. 412 —_3f*T« 

24 Mr. H. N. R. quotes the following authorities:—T, C. 332_ 
379. 835. A. V. 1. 1. 11. N. S. 293. 327. 330. 513. But they do not 
support his position, namely that the w orld is not a product 
of many causes, or that God is the Sole Reality. 

28 See M. V. Sarga Vll Sloka 46; ard 

sraramrores n m up. 
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are those who maintain that the inability to do the logically 
impossible 1 * a virtue, an expression of wisdom like aparticular 
form of Va'shamya which is held to be an auspicious attribute 
in Nyaya Sudha (p 311) 28 God, the pramanas state, has not 
at the time of creation given all the eight features, creation, 
destruction, protection, direction, knowledge, ignorance etc. 
to all He has maintained true difference persisting between 
Him and the world (though He cart according to Mr. H. N. 
Raghavendrachar turn the world into Himself), and maintained 
Madhva also to record His activities. And so the system to 
which God has given life now—whatever He might do in 
future 27 —has to be called Dualism, a doctrine of essential 
eternal difference between two related ultimate tattvas, God 


28 B. S. B. 2, 1, 11 , and A. V 3, 2, 10 
/ 

u See also 

*1$ ^T%—u N s 2, 1, 10 . p. 312 
W i uor I 

^rrq^rf^r i 

i . .. srert^rf 

flr#r tNrR&^sr ^ ?r i ^rni^q sr srsrcftfcr 

i crar % i %n=sm%4 i 

tspror i «k^rmKi«Hi<bKui i ^rr^^r^riNKRE. i 
5trf^r sRssmi^jft i i 

Tdi<={$*d g»fe^rsr: i cmr^ nw 1 st ^ gs&- 

#»sfcr u 


• 7 In truth what God will do m future can be predicted 
with certamity by sears or by those who know the teachings 
of the Vedas thoroughly. Br. Bh. says—“ 

STTWTOTg || ” 
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and the world 2 *. But it is a dualism made possible by God, 
and recognised and protected by God, not generated at a time 
by God The conception of God as Svafantra, the immanent 
ruler of the universe or the "creator” of all in the sense 
already explained does not destroy the pluralistic foundations 
of Dvaita logic 

Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's conception of philosophical 
method is foreign to Indian thought Like other Indian 
thinkers Madhva subordinates reasoning aided by observation 
to the Vedas m determining the existence of an Independent 
perfect principle and the nature of that perfect principle 
frankly admitting that all reasoning in respect of nitya-atindnya 
is sopadhika, ridden with extraneous conditions* 9 The Vedas 
are the only guide with respect to God and His glories, not 
Bradleyan logic And in the Vedas neither the concept, of 
immanence of God in the world elaborated in Br. Up 3, 7mor 
the idea of the utter dependence of the world upon God 


28 v t. v p 9 —sri . . . 

p 11 : d%cTf^T^r * t£ WT % sEi % rcrffigr#: i 

wrfer: i aiftcr: ^«r®r- 

g re ra rg: i siisr TOrr^r crt i 

wz* i »r^rarfrl^r: srtwsjRTftitir i 

g i $* i rer ?rr 

sparry i . . . sTSiftstf srtecr ggj«h [...%& 

dmmHHra f wen*. It 


•v.t. v. t. p: si, 32 g^nntftsr- 
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described in the Rg Veda and the Smritis 93 can be pressed into 
the service of a monistic explanation of life and untverse. The 
difference between the two elements postulated, namely 


«Ri3r 3r»Rrt ar- nra i^ 2 , % 2 . b. s. b. 

A dualism which conceives the world as always dependent 
and God as always non-dependent only, cannot provide abiding 
satisfaction to the mind if it does not show how the disparate 
elements are mtergrated into an organic union—(for unity is 
impossible on account of essential contradictory attributes 
persisting m the two elements)—that prevents chaos and makes 
possible an explicable world-order The Antaryarmtva-vada, 
the doctrine of immanence (the misunderstood theory of God’s 
giving reality to the world, of Mr. H. N. R) fulfils this func-. 

, tioft. God does not give His reality to the world Tne giving 
reality to the world does not imply (a) creation, in time, of the 
nitya world (6) or identity of substance between the world and 
Brahman giving reality is a metaphor for Prarana or Niya- 
mana (indwelling control, or direction from within) in order to 
keep the world m tact for ever in the ways m which the 
diverse elements can<manifest their potantiahties. 

Sri Madhva’s doctrine of immanence culminates in pan- 
ewtheism, not pantheism. The former is the conception of 
God m all, and all things m God and is a form of D ualism 
implying distinctness of substance between God and the world. 
The latter is the conception of the identity of all things with 
God and is a form of monism. It is true, Sri Madhva 
'acknowledges that the pva would not be, withoutithe God m him. 
All the same, the substantial difference of the pvar and God 
is admitted, and the difference is accepted to be abiding, 
natural, and nirupadhika. Hepce the doctrine eannot but be 
.pronounced to be a form of Dualism, with peculiar traits . 
.which distinguish it from all other dualtstic systems wbieh. 
,are philosophically untenable. 
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Svatantra and paratantra, is absolute and ultimate,*' though 
dependent upon God. The system of Dvaita consequently is 
not the dualism of matter and spirit, or good and evil, but the 
philosophical dualism of Svatantra and paratantra, two related 
ujtimates, one irreducible to the other. But Mr H. N.Ragha- 
vendraehar may say that God can reduee them into a unity"by 
absorbing the paratantra into His Being or negating one of the 
two so as to leave only one principle or transforming Himself 
into the paratantra But as it is, our God is Svatantra, by 
His will distinct from paratantra, and we are Dualists related 
to Him by His grace. 

II 

General remarks on Mr. H. N. R’s article : ‘ Madhya's 
conception of Svatantra.’ 

■—affcs*— 

Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s article m the University 
Journal (Yol. IV p 1-36, 1943) reproduces m a nutshell all the 
characteristics of his book, “The Dvaita Philosophy and Its 

31 Y. T, V. p. 9 I . . . s raWW R : 

for . . . atwrawrt u v. T. v. p. 11. sr7ajt^-- 

i i sr^mor 

jrtSp* sranSl i f^rfar- 

II There is no identity and difference either, between th'e 
world and Brahman. B. S. B, 2,8.18. says “ 

sig?wrcr: 53 b. s. b. D:—qrra: ” The 

Siddhanta, there, is that the jiva is absolutely different from 
Brahman because He is only a pratibimba; a dependent being 
similar to God m a few respects, Real identity there is none 
between the world and Brahman. But thebe is figurative 
usage of identity (Mr. H. N. R’s monism) to denote many kinds 
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Place in the Vedanta ” —admission of pluralistic data, mis¬ 
understanding of meanings of terms like Monism and Mono¬ 
theism, misinterpretation of dualistic texts, and mystifying 
equivocal phraseology and lastly a false conception of philoso¬ 
phical method. 

* The author admits that, in Dvaita, God, the Independent 
and Perfect is different always from the world m substance 
{21), that there are two tattvas, that God is not the material 
cause of the world, that God does not change into matter or 
jiva, that Madhva rejects Asatkaryavada and holds that 
nothing is devoid of purvavastha and uttaravastha, that is, that 
everything is eternal in a subtle form ; that the jiva and spaee 
and other nitya entities do not come out of a state of non¬ 
existence into a state of existence (which is creation or birth 
as wa know it), that when the jiva is said to be born, he only 
gets a physical body which he had not before; 1 that the 
philosophy is a doctrme of Ekamyamaka—one ruler 
(Sarvottama), whose forms are identical with Him, but who is 
not identical with what He creates Everything is dependent 
upon God, the myamaka, No entity can exist without His 
direct effort for keeping it distinctly as it is. Pancabheda is 
•Satya (real). Taratamya is real. The world is real. “ If the 
world is not real, the cr^atorship of Iswara cannot be 
justified" There are contradictory attributes dividing God 
and the world ' Asvatantra is defective and Svatantra is 
defectless and the two can never be identical "(24) The world 
is not a part or change or transformation or identical ex¬ 
pression, or V sesha of Brahman’(23). 

He even admits that the world has the same degree of 
reality as Brahman, that ‘ the difference between the two 
cases (God’s and world’s) of satyatva and nityatva is one of 
kind and not of degree’ (26). 

of relationship between the world and Brahman; “ 5*R5IRJ 
” |{ See also A. V. 3, 8, 1. 
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oamphlet is an improvement upon the book m two 
_________'espeets. The author has given up his Brahmadvaita 

or Svatantra-advaita , has abandoned the doctrine of degrees 
of reality and has given up the definition of monism as a 
doctrine of 1 one m many.* But he is now more monistic in 
•spirit than in the previous book. Whereas Madhva unequi¬ 
vocally explains all apparent identity statements in terms of 
Dvaita, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar explains all explicit 
dualistic truths of Sri Madhva m equivocal monistic expression 
and gives them dualistie meanings here and there. There are 
passages in the scriptures which apparently teach that there 
is one principle, God is the only real, God is all, God is the 
only cause. Sri Madhva has explained them as meaning that 
Cod is independent or Sarvottama after subjecting them to 
critical enquiry 32 Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar reverts to the 
position criticised by Sri Madhva and uses monistic 
phraseology as “ Svatantra, the ’ All that explains All ’V(4), 
4 ‘ the Cause of all ” (may mean material cause also), Source, 
Ground, Principle, Substance, Basis, Truth or Reality of all 
(pi) which imply that God may be a pantheistic Reslity, 
“ Svatantra, the only Reality (20)” , “ Svatantra, the All,"; (28) 
But he admits that Madhva clearly says that ‘ Svatantra* is 
* Sarvottama,’ not Sarva. On p. 15. he says “ At every stage, 
Madhva amplifies in unambiguous language the teaching of 
the Sruti...by his favourite expression that Hari is 
Sarvottama—the Highest Principle of all” The Poorva- 
paksha language of Madhva is used to express the Siddhanta 


* vide a. v. i, i, 6 . n. s. 124 <e qi ynfa 

i ^nrfSr- 


ll Parimala: | 

aw, wre: 11 
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by Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar. This is one kind of mystifi¬ 
cation. 

Secondly, Madhva states that the world is ‘ paratantra,' 
(dependent) and * avara,’ (inferior)—words which clearly reject 
the conception of derived reality (which implies that the 
w5rld has God’s reality). But Mr H N Raghavendrachar 
says* “ The Sutra calls the world “avara" (inferior). It is- 
inferior because it is adhina and adhina means derived (26) '* 
Here the author invents the wrong word “ derived *’ to 
describe the reality of the world, and gives it the Sanskrit 
meaning ‘ adhma’ (dependent!, which no dictionary bears out. 
What is “dependent reality" to Sri Madhva is “derived 
reahty’’ to Mr H N. R So too Mr, H N R’s theory of ‘one 
Real ’ is a name for the doctrine of Sarvottamatva (Highest 
Being). On p 13 also he says ‘the world is paratantra, that 
is, it has derived reality.’ Tnis is the second kind of mystifi- 
eat»on. 

Thirdly, Madhva clearly states that God does not give His 
reality to the world but controls the reality of the world lb 
is obvious from this, that passages which state that God gives 
reality or thatthe world derives reality merely mean that God 
controls the inherent reality of the world i e., that the world is 
dependent. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar reverses this order 
of exposition. His Siddhanta is ‘God gives reality to the 
world’, God gives svarupa, pramiti and pravritti to all. 
Then he translates this “giving reality” into “adhina 
(dependent)." On p. 5. he says “lsvara as the giver of satta in 
these various senses is called Niyamaka (controller)”. .Instead 
of directly stating that lsvara is the controller of the reality 
of all, he falsely says ‘ He gives reality to all' and gives an 
explanation which involves wrong usage of words. This is 
the third kind of mystification. For “giver” does not mean 
niyamaka ” or controller according to any usage. On p. 5 
he says again, “the term satta m this connection means 
svarupa (essence), pramiti or prameyatva (the state of being 
known), pravritti (function) and existence in space and time. 
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Only from Isvara does everything in the world receive satta 
in all these four senses and with reference to every aspect 
that occurs to it For this reason everything is called 
adhma (dependent).” Here ‘receiving existence’ is used as 
an equivalent to “being dependent." 

Fourthly, Madhva clearly states that many things, as 
matter and space and jiva, are eternal and anadi; and if they 
pre send to be created, it means they receive a special 
dependent trait at the time of ereation though they are 
dependently coeval with God. In Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char's exposition everything is created; God creates the anadi, 
God creates the mtya Even eternal things are produced. 
(P. 8) “ The natural svarupa or svabhava possessed by 

everything is also created by Isa.” Then comes the unnatural 
translation on p 8 .—“ Isvara is the giver of reality to prakriti 
...What is meant in these passages is that there is nothing m 
this world that has reality, independent of Brahman. For this 
reason the whole world is called paratantra Paratantra 
means product.” Whereas Madhva says (A. V. 2. 8.1.) that 
eternal things are not created in the chief sense and that they 
receives dependent trait at the time that Brahmanda is actu¬ 
ally produced, Mr. H N R says all eternal things are created 
in the chief sense and creation means dependence. This is the 
fourth kind of mystification, No dictionary translates 
"paratantra” into product Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachap 
admits also that space, prakriti etc. have coeval existence with 
God on p. 7. “Creation of the world presupposes the existence 
of the substantive aspect of things ’* “ Everything is mtya in 
substance and anitya with regard to its change.” So * giving 
existence,’ creating, producing are equivalents to Niyamakatva, 
control, while receiving existence, creation and product are 
equivalents to paratantratva, dependence in Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar’e vocabulary. 

Fifthly, Madhva says God is Niyamaka of all mtya, and 
anitya. But Mr. H. N. R^ghavendraohar strangely says God 
is the author of all and later translates the word author into 
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‘niyamaka.’ On p. 20. ha says.—“Having been the author 
(niyamaka) of the particular svarupa and svabhava of th* 
eetana...lsvara makes the th.frgs produced by the jiva." 
Which dictionary authorises us to translate the word 
“ author " into ‘ niyamaka (controller) ’ ? 

On p. 10. he wrongly translates Madhva’s word * niyamaka * 
into “ creator " he says “ The fact that Isvara is the creator 
of anadi essence of anadi things , is the same as anadi 
svabhava niyamaka sakti, the power of creating anadi . 
svabhava” So when Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar writes:— 

"God is the creator of eternal things,” he means. ‘‘God Is 
the niyamaka of eternal things,” why, we ask, does he not 
state Madhva's position unambiguously 9 

Another kind of mystification consists m translating Srutis 
■not in the senses which Madhva has given to them butm their 
apparent monistic sense and accepting it as the correct 
sense for the basis of discussion. The Srutis “ Sarvam 
khalvidam Brahma”, “ Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma” are 
translated m an anti-Madhvaic sense. So too the authori¬ 
ties “ Vasudevamadvandvam “ Yasmat paramatmaiva 
tatvam tasmat tameva pasyanti munayah ” etc. are wrongly 
interpreted without reference to the glosses. Even if those 
texts are accepted in the senses given by Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendraohar, their monistic purpose is all frustrated by expla¬ 
nations'of Sri Madhva to apparent monistic passages admitted 
by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar also. He says on page 28. 
‘‘We have seen how creation means giving satta, etc., to the 
created. This meaning of creation enables Madhva to explain 
the passages of Sruti which apparently teach the identity of 
Brahman and the world. He says, Bhg. T. 17. “All this, 
viz,, the world consisting of bheda is said to be Purusa 
Himself, because the satta, etc., of the world are adhina.’’ 
Bhg T. 68, “ Because Hari gives satta to all, Ha is called; 
Saryatattva.” “Bhg. T 56,—Because Kesava gives satta to 
jiva', * He is said, to be identical with 1 1." V.T. V. “ All this is 
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called Brahman, because satta, etc, of this are Brahma- 
dbina,” These Difaita quotations of Mr, H. N. Ragha- 
■vendrachar teach that apparent identity passages, are, 
according to Sri Madhva, figurative (gouna) expressions 
conveying the truth that the world is dependent upon 
Brahman. ‘Creation’ according to Mr. H N. R. aljso 
means ' giving reality to the world ’ which in turn means 
*tadvasata‘ dependence, as already stated. So our author’s 
monism is another name for the truth that the world 
is dependent upon God in all respects But the language 
which Mr. Raghavendraehar has employed to express this 
obvious truth is very mystifying. Instead cf directly stating 
that the eternal things are dependent upon God, he says that 
the eternal things are created and then defines ‘creation’ as 
* giving satta,’ and ‘ giving satta ’ as ‘dependence.’ After this 
pyrotechnics of definition, he concludes on p 28, that by 
interpreting the world ‘creation* as “giving reality = 
dependence," Sri Madhva has explained apparent identity 
passages. This is absurd and gives a very poor idea of Sri 
Madhva's philosophical exposition. The truth is all the 
apparent identity passages are plain duahstie statements or 
figurative expressions to Sri Madhva 32 But Mr, H, N. R. 

32 Apparent ‘ Advaita,’ texts are really figurative state¬ 
ments «H«iii4Wu teaching m a secondary sense one of five 
truths; A. V. 1. 1,1: etc., quoted on p, 20. A. V 

2. 3. 14. N. S. p. 435 SPnftqicJRt 

i . . . . “ wfe srnpraqSrftr 

i .... stcsjsnrf^ 

dqqifeag T Mt g ws nfe gfasrefcnfir * 
gfcmfW q rggg l (3^) fflr Gm- 

I N.S.p. 451 ia i f^ q | lOTPT smfor 
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failing to distinguish between a figurative- expression and a 
plain statement, and ignoring Madhva Sastras, considers 

SWj as plain "monistic’’ statements 

teaching identity and as identity between the world and- 
Brahman is not accepted by him, he interprets ‘identity’ 
as creation, and creation as giving of reality, and giving of 
reality as dependence and ends irt a glorious explanation, 
namely, that Madhva is a monist and monism mean* 
dependence of the world, or supremacy of God This 
presentation defames Sri Madhva and involves the abuse of 
many English words, and misinterpretation of Srutts The 
term ‘identity’ never means ‘creation’, though it has 
five secondary meanings (Gounartha) Creation is not inter¬ 
preted as " giving of reality ” to eternal things anywnere by 
Sri Madhva " Giving of reality " is a figurative expression 
for ‘ myamana ’, control from within as indicated m A. V, 
2. 2 2. Instead of fancifully saying that the “ implication’’ of 
identity stated m is creation in the sense of giving 

of reality, Mr. H. N R. ought to have stated—had he followed 
Sri Madhva—that apparent identity texts are plain duahstic 

WWrf! il A V, 2 3. 18. N. S. p, 453 says that on 
account of the dependence of the jiva upon God in point of 
inherent attributes, cognition and activity, etc., and some 
resemblance between the ]tva and God, the jiva is call* da 
* gouna amsa,’ a part of God figuratively, not reallv The 
reasoning also is clear - 

I "There is no identity between God and any otner 
thing] there is no identity-and-differelice between Gr ’ rnd 
any other thing in any way." qttsn'qft cTrTWf^r- 

UCf I*—‘Statements of persisting difference m mukh in¬ 
validates monism in the real sense.” N, S. p. 631 says — 
HI J—" Monism is not the accepted (.op¬ 
tion of the Sutrakara.” 
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texts; and that if they cannot be so construed they must be 
considered as figurative expressions of the truth that God is 
great and independent and the world is inferior and dependent 
ete, as explained in BSB2 3. 14,21 5 and A, V 1 1.1. 
etc. But Mr H N. R’s original exposition 33 turns a Gouna- 
advaita into a Mukhya-advaita, a figurative monism into rSal 
monism. He makes the obvious difficult, while usually 
■writers intend to make difficult things clear Indeed on p 15. 
be says, “At every stage of his thought Madhva amplifies in 
Unambiguous language the teaching that Han is sarvottama— 
the Highest Principle of all To make use of English terms 
his system is unmodified monism in the sense that it traces 
everything absolutely to one principle” Which dictionary 

33 In his editorial of 29-11-1943 to “The Rationalist” 
Mr. G R. Josyer. M.A., FRES, remarks that Mr H N R. 
sought to popularise Dvaitism as he “ understood it ” or as it 
“ presented itself" to him. But we ask, why did he under¬ 
stand it in a way opposed to tradition, as no Madhva scholar 
till to-day has understood it? The point is, systems of thought 
like Advaita lend themselves to varied and conflicting inter¬ 
pretations at the hands of their own adherents as seen m 
Siddhanta Lssa Sangraha of Appaya Dikshit. But Dvaita as 
expounded in the works of Sn Madhva and his commentators 
is clear as crystal. Its exegesis is exhaustive, comprehensive 
and unequivocal There are therefore no two schools of 
thought in Dvaita on any topic. It is impossible to mistake 
it any more than one can fail to discern that gold is yellow. 
Whose fault is it if the whitewashed wall appears as yellow ? 
Is it the fault of the white wall or of the defective eye? Has 
Mr. H N. R discerned ‘Monism in Dvaita’ hidden for 
centuries unpereeived by Sri Madhva himself and all his 
commentators? Or has he found a new meaning for the term 
‘monism’not known to any lexicographer? For to him, 
monism=ereation—giving reality ^dependence. Another posi¬ 
tion is Monism=one Reality, one Cause lone Substance= 
giver of reality to eternal things=Cheater of all=Indepen- 
denee=Sarvottama. 
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authorises us to say that a doctrine which holds that God is 
distinct from and superior to all beings is monism’ Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores the serious task of defining 
the term “ monism ” properly with authorities and examples 
and showing what form of monism Dvaita is, if he has thought 
it td be a form of monism. He has nqt done it because he 
cannot do it. Madhvaism is not monism. Indeed the very con¬ 
ception of Svatantra and even Mr. H N R’s conception of 
“creation of all," display the unlimited glory of the Lord 
in contrast with the littleness of the world and bring out 
the theistic character of *he philosophy The whole 
argument of Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar is —There is 
Svatantra, God, because He is Svatantra (all-controller) 
everything is to be traced to Him, hence, to Madhva himself, 
the system is monism” The weakness of this argument is 
obvious. God is not the source of the eternal entities. He is 
mot the material cause of the world. Sri Madhva nowhere 
calls himself an ’ Advaitin,’ or his doctrine ' Advaita.' He has 
condemned Advaita and explained apparent identity texts as 
figurative expressions meaning that the world is dependent 
upon God eta. With these remarks, 1 turn to review 
certain errors of exposition m Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar's 
article, 1 shall quote Mr H N. Raghavendrachar’s statements 
and then interpret them m the light of Dvaita faithfully, m 
order to show how confusing Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's 
article is on account of the abuse of several Sanskrit and 
English philosophical terms. 


Ill 

Further Examination of Mr. H. N. E’s article. 


(1) " Svatantra, the one principle of All, substance of all. 
Reality of all”.—Here principle means “myamaka,” or 
Controller, not identical substance. One principle means 
“ Sarvottama’’ to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar also (p. IS). 
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(2) Svatantra is the Cause, Ground, Basis of all —The 
meaning is efficient cause (not material eause) of all; Adhara 
or Supporter of all 

(3) “Svatantra is the giver of the reality of all”-—The 
meaning is Svatantra is the responsible agent of the reality of 
all, that is, immanent ruler. On p. 5 Mr H. N. R. says 
" lsvara as the giver of Satta in these various senses is called 
niyamaka” 35 

(4) " The whole universe is the expression, work, or a 
product of a single principle and this is named Brahman” .— 
If this were true Madhva’s philosophy would be monism. 
But the meaning of this sentence is, the whole universe is 
itti the expression of Brahman in the sense of identical 
manifestation or incarnation, or outer essential form, 38 the 
universe is not the work of God m the sense of change or 
transformation or Vikara of God , it is not the product of God 
in the sense of material effect, as a table is the product of 
wood. Some things like space are not products at all. On 
p. 5. the author says " product means paratantra and by 
explaining creation etc., as occurring to the world, the text 
proves adhinsta (the dependent nature of the world).” 

33 “ Giving of reality ” to eternal entities is metaphorical 
far prerana or niyamana, control from within. See A.V.2 2.2. 

qfrgWEifa «3 pt % i sretait 

, «fcn»j i iRftew: i stf ! ?PTKr 

g rn greft ftrer fteircwrr ?rcr: i cror 

IzdpZKi I Also 2. II ftgnwfofa g fc r 

31 II and 2. 2.10. A. V:-*nfiracftfa 

II 'Giving reality’ to non-eternal things 
means creating them in the chief sense. 

*• See A. V. 2.2.10. And 2. 3.18. B. S. B. ahd A. V. 
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p 3 (5) “ Brahman is all that explains the world with all 
its aspects"—No, unless‘AH'is made to mean Svatantra. 
The meaning is, the being, the capacity to act, indeed the 
entire history of the world cannot be explained without 
referring to God’s power, because the world is always and m 
every respect ‘God depentent’ Such God-d°pendent-doctrine 
is monotheism, not monism If Brahman is all, the system 
is monism 

(6) “ Hari creates aeetana as aeetana , but he creates 
aet&nEL along with aeetana le, body" —In Dvaita the word 

* Utpatti ’ has two meanings (a) birth at a point of time— 
which is the chief prima^v meaning end fb) getting a new 
deDendent trait. Nitya things have not rhe former kind of 

* Utpatti’ In the latter sen-e everything nas ‘ U^oatti’ Put 
into English then it would mean every unoriginated existent 
object secures some fresh dependent trait at the time of 
Brahmanda creation ; or simply becomes an object of special 
dependence The English word ‘creation’ applied to express 
this grant of special dependent glory to unoriginated things 
confuses the readers unless it is followed by an objective 
complement Mr. H N Raghavendraenar obviously misuses 
the English word ‘creation’ and takes pains to explain else¬ 
where that creation means ‘paratantrya ’ (dependence) which 
becomes ridiculous. The Siddhanta is, eetenas are not 
created Nitya acetanas also are not created, 37 But all are 
dependent upon God. ‘‘Along with" implies that the soul 
and body are both created. That is false. 


37 See B. S. B. 2. 3. t.:— : SWni^RT*. \ . . . 3TO5;- 

«rraf5t3iTi% gw u b s. b. d. 2 . 3 . 1 — 

H N. V. B. 2. 3. 1 —SfSf^ri I ST^Tt 

arsTETCl: I 3TT Snsphsr: J 

au^rowfsr^r «f5*rr*?rrawc^T?gcq^ afi^csr i 
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(7) “ Madhva’s Brahmavada traces everything of the 
world to the wish of Brahman” —The meaning is Sri 
Madhva’s Brahmavada traces the origin of the produced 
world to God’s will and maintenance of all to God's immanence. 
The wish of God does not become the world Eternal 
entities are not cheated by the “ wish ” of God. 

p 4 (8) r ‘Svatantra, the All that explains all' —No. 
Svatantra is the One that is the efficient cause of the anitya 
and the maintainer of all, the one without subordination to 
which no being of the world can exist Statements which 
apparently teach that God is ATI are explained by Sri Madhva 
in a dualistic sense as admitted by Mr H N Raghavendraehar 
also 38 

(9) “ The cause of all must be Svatantra. This may be 
illustrated m the following manner Cause in the ultimate 
sense is necessarily one Two ultimate causes hmit each 
other and each ceases to be ultimate Further, the two 
causes must be brought together if they were to give rise to 


f^rorsr 

P™ %fcT I N V. p 49 — 

wwfttwnfiKbsnu ll p is — dfeq-u ’effa 
f^rr%c% ll n v b. si — 
ll 



“Certain Srutis appear to teach identity. But, in A. V. 
and B S B 1, 4, 1.; 2. 3 14 etc, it has been decided that they 
should be interpreted m the dualistic sense, that all is depen¬ 
dent upon Brahman Also see Bn. T n S 2 — 

crai^sr ¥ttrar% i I 

wai(\ q raftiw ll 

. . . i 

&TX II 55Bh.T These are quoted by'Mr."H. N. R. also. ' 


~R.€lHxlAJL 



39 


the world. The principle that brings them together becomes 
the ultimate cause of all and it is necessarily one."—The non- 
eternal world has many ultimate causes in the sense of 
■co-existent, irreducible causes. 39 But the Independent cause 
is^one Matter, space, time, jiva etc, are ultimate eauses. 
A doetrin9 of only one Independent cause and many depen¬ 
dent efficient and material causes distinct from It is 
Monotheism. 

(10) ‘The cause of all is neither upadana nor nimitta. 
The cause of all is necessarily changeless So the cause of 
all is not upadana. Nor is it nimitta For a nimitta cause cannot 
do anything without the help of upadana "—This is unphiloso- 
phieal Tne Svatantra karana must belong to one of two 
categories—nimitta (efficient cause) or upadana (material 
cause). Otherwise it will have to be an abstraction ' God is 
admitted to be the chief mmittakarana.* 0 The definition of 
mmittakarana is “generator without undergoing transforma¬ 
tion ” 

(11) " Thus according to Madhva, Svatantra is the cause 
and paratantra is product and Svatantra is the cause of all 
that occurs to paratantra.”—These remarks must be under¬ 
stood in the light of T. S. T sentences ignored by the author.* 1 


39 See 2 1 8 B S. B. and A. V. 2 1.6. See Gita Ch. 18 
St. 13. 

40 t s. t — 59^[ott <row?*rr 

WinJet |[ Also N. S p 200. P C p. 6 *— ; aTOfrorrffr- 

fr faftmww l ¥m**w**Kor 

—In his D. P P. V. Mr. H N R. has stated 
that God is the efficient cause , p. 176* “According to the 
Upamshads Brahman is efficient cause (nimitta) of the world." 
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it is an abuse of the English word ‘product’ to say that 
Lakshmi, etc, are products. They are eternal but become 
enriched or transformed into new glory at the time of crea¬ 
tion. It is also unpmlosophical to speak of such entities as 
Lakshmi, Prakriti, and Space as limited in every respect 
Further they are not changes of God as a table is a product 
of matter. If product means ‘dependent’ according to the 
author himself (p 5 ), such a meaning is opposed to English 
usage 

(12) The author says that God is Ashtakarta—the creator 
of the “eight aspects that occur to paratantra “ , production 
living, destruction, direction, knowledge, non-knowledge, 
bondage and release. “The first four and non-knowledge, 
m the sense of the absence of knowledge occur to acetana 
and all tjie eight aspects occur to cetena" Criticism —Tne 
author ignores T S statements just quoted and implies that 
Lakshmi also is created, destroyed, etc,—a view criticised “On 
p 14. of Parimala The point is, the author makes no 
distinction between what God can do and what be actually 
does. If Mr H N Raghavandrachar is consistent to his view, 
he should state that God creates knowledge, release, bondage 
etc, to all acetanas He thinks tbst God’s independence 
implies actual creation of eternal things m the chief sense. 
Why does he not think that God’s 'mdepenedenee’ cannot be 
rightly justified unless the term ‘ independence ’ means 

srFTcr: i ^crFjjiT^sr 

i i FWT%fcr i . . . 

*^3=35 l srsifftrrcr: w s ra fta 

cht awrai firarersftsrr ^rra^ri: i 3 si^sreerar i 

t ^N*i i qpx sftcft- 
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< 6 ) 

granting of knowledge, release, bondage etc., to acetans also? 

If the eternal entities can be said to be "created ” in all serious* 
ness, why should not actfanet be said to be endowed with 
knowledge, bondage, release and other conscious experiences? 
Will not the glory of God increase by such an admission? Mr. 
H.»N Raghavendraohar unnecessarily checks his original 
speculations. Can he not say acetana has knowledge, bondage 
and release and translate these terms into " dependence," 
just as he says eternal entities have ' creation * and translates 
the term ' creation ’ into “ dependence ” ? 

(13) “ Svatantra signifies all-creationship "—Not nece¬ 
ssarily 42 If it does, it may be retorted that it signifies that God 
has no creative desire, that He suffers no second real thing 
beside Him and so the world is unreal, and that God 
makes matter also all-knowing, every spirit equal to God; 
gives ‘ eight aspects ’ to jada , creates all things equally and 
alike, etc. Is all this signified by ‘ Svatantra * ? The 
truth is, the method of reasoning cannot establish a Sva¬ 
tantra entity, cannot establish the glories of ‘ Svatantra.' 
The author quotes 76 authorities and gives a theological 
account of his own ignoring plain Srutis and calls it pure 
philosophy unaided by the Vedas After all, he means by 
* creatorship* dependence or adhmatva (p. 5). T. V. T. con¬ 
demns the view that nothing is eternal 

a irc rfinqre i tow sfar tt 

(14) " Svatantra is t e giver of the mtyatva to the nitya 
things of the world.”.—“Giver” is metaphorical. A philoso¬ 
phical writer must be clear. The meaning is, God is the 
indwelling maintainet of thu eternity of eternal things. But 
tor Him, even eternal tnmgs would not be. By* giver'Mr. 


« See A. V. 2. 2. 1 — 

|| Y. M. p. 16:-- ; 1 
sn u q te l f cr . . . n See also B. S. B. 2. 1. Sutra 12. 
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H. N. Raghavendraohar means “Niyamaka” (p. 5) which is 
wrong translation. 


(15) " Isvara as the giver of Satta in these various senses 
is called Niyamaka. Madhva says in At. Bh. 37, By explaining 
creation, etc., as occuring to the world, the text proves adhi- 
tiatva (the dependent nature) of the world.” p 7 ‘Everyttfmg 
Is mtya in substance." p 9 11 Tattva means Prameya , both 

Svatantra and asvatantra are prameyas” —Does this account 
favours monistic interpretation of things? Secondly does 
"giver of Satta" mean creator as wall as Niyamaka 9 Is 
"creator” equal to “Niyamaka” 9 


p. 7 (1 6) " Isvara ' creates Akasa’, it ic an expression of 
Isvara who is immanent in it.”—No. It is an abuse of the word 
“ create ” to say God creates Akasa for God only gives a special 
dependent trait to unoriginated Akasa. Creates means gets a 
dependent trait according to Mr H N. Raghavendraohar (p 5) 
not according to any English dictionary. The verb create 
must be followed by an objective complement. 


(17) 1 Nothing in the world is uncreated ’—No. Non-eternal 
entities are not un-created Eternal entities are not created 
as T S T. says: . . . 

ar*TT II The position that everything 


is created is criticised there alone: 



The meaning is, if everything is 


said to be created, the admission of eternal entities becomes 
contradicted. Hence the Acarya says: “The dependent world 
has a small number or great number of the twelve aspects: 
creation, protection, destruction, control from within, ignor¬ 
ance, knowledge, bondage, release etc. . Only the non-eternal 
and Nityanitya entities have creation. 
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It is true that statements like * everything is x. 
ted ’ occur m the Sastras, The author should explain 
their intended sense. All these discussions based on a 
misapprehension of the right spirit of B. S. B, 2. 3. 1. 
■(Viyadadhikarana) lead the author into a quagmire of 
aijibiguous expression that serves no philosophical purpose. 
The truth is, the creation of the produced world only is in 
the hands of God but not the creation of the mtya world for it 
has no creation at all 43 Further ‘uncreated’ as already 
pointed out means not-dependent to Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char, (p 5.) Obviously, the English used by the author is too 
poor to bring out the significance of B S. B 2. 3. 1. eta. 
satisfactorily. His language is hopelessly misleading. The 
author means everything is dependent upon God. But he 
uses expression which implies that everything is identical 
with God , or that God is the only Reality The T, V. T. says 
that only the knowledge that everything is dependent upon 
God alone (not one with God) leads to liberation from bondage" 
‘ Not-uncreated ’ for ' dependent ’ is an abuse of expression. 


p 9 (18) '‘Even the so-called anadi things are His 
•creation”—No. Anadi things have no creation, they are 
•dependent upon God for their protection etc. Otherwise, this 
is a self-oontradiotory argument 

p 7. (19) “ Isvara creates the world by making use of the 
elements that are already existent, i e, the elements to which 
Isvara has already given existence"—No. “ Has already given 
existence " is a metaphor for ‘ has dependent existence along 


43 S C. p. 379 —*TT5ETS«nr: cncr^rrlRfii 
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with Him.' It is an abuse of expression to use the phrase 
* give existence ’ in the sense of ‘'control.” The explanation 
of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is more difficult than the 
passage he explains To him “creates” means gives ' adhi" 
natva ’ (dependence) p 5. 

p. 8. (20) “ Prakrti, etc., also are products “—No. They exfst 
dependency upon God’s desire, Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehai* 
ignores the coeval nature of the dependent eternal reals with 
dependent inherent reality of their own 48 . Or, weshouldknow 
that to him, product means paratantra (p. 8). It is an abuse 
of language to use the word ‘product’ for paratantra (depen¬ 
dent). 

(21) “ Paratantra means product (karya) ”—The reasoning 
must be quite the reverse. If the nitya world is called karya 
it means that it is paratantra in a special way, as it is depen¬ 
dent upon Him ror its existence though not produced by Him. 
Dependent existence is not necessarily produced existence. 
No dictionary can sanction this usage. 

p. 9. (22) "Though both Svatantra and paratantra are 
called prameyas, it must not be forgotten that Svatantra is the 
object'in the highest sense.”—Both ars objects of knowledge. 
Narayana is the cfaef obj'ect. The word object has no ehange 
of senses. 

(23) ‘All without any exception is actually created by 
Brahman’ —The same fault as in 18. Non-eternal entities 
are created; but eternal entities are maintained and invested 
with special traits at the time of Brahmanda-production. Srt 

* 5 See Gita If. 12 and XU1. 19:—fa«r- 

sf# i a. v. i. l. ii ; —smT t 

God’s ’ giving reality' to anadi thi ngs coeval with Him con¬ 
sists m His controlling them from within so as to reveal their 
natural unborn capacities. N. S. p. 134:—fltif* 
[ Parimalap. 123;— 
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Madhva uses the word Srshti (creation) in three senses (1) 
ongnation out of a state of non-existence (2) investing a pre¬ 
viously existing thing with a special trait (3) manifestation of 
forms; as, God creates Brahmanda; God creates Lakshmi 
Queen of the world , God creates His forms Mr H. N Ragha- 
vendrachar uses the word m a fourth sense, namely mainte¬ 
nance of eternal things which he calls "giving reality to mtva. 
entities,'' and he thinks that this is actual creation. But 
maintenance is a form of myamana, not Srshti Nevertheless 
he says that everything is created and interprets his own word 
4 creation ’ as ‘ adhmatva, dependence ’ on p 5 But actual 
creation is Abhutvabhavanam-oommg into existence out of a 
state of non-existence, as the creation of a table, 

(24) '“lsvara has anadi svabhava myamaka sakti' the 
power of cresting anadi svabhava ” —This is wrong transla¬ 
tion ; the correct version is, ‘ the power of controlling anadi 
svabhava.’ Obviously creation means, to the author, niyama- 
katva i e., control. Such a position is faithful to Sri Madhva 
but such a usage of expression is unfaithful to lexicographers. 
It is an abuse of the Sanskrit word niyamaka to translate it 
into creating power. In order to support his fanciful position 
that everything is created, Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar has 
gone to the extent of translating the phrase "controlling 
power ” into " creative power.” 

(25) “ Vishnu is the " giver ' of Satyatva to other things” — 
The meaning is, Satyatva-myamaka—mamtamer of reality. 
4 Giver of reality ’ means niyamaka to the author also, (p, 5). 

(36) 41 In the Vedanta of Sankara, the distinction between 
3 iva and Brahman is taken to be anadi; yet it is considered to 
be the creation of avidya ” —The word creation is loosely 
used. Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar has mistranslated the 
word adhina in the authority he has quoted —“ 

viffag® The right translation is “ To the 

Advaitins, the distinction between jiva and Brahman is Ntya- 
mya, dependent upon Avidya ” Here Sri Sankara’s followers 
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are ealled Advaitms (momsts) by Sri Yyasa Tirtha. Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendraehar takes pains to avoid that term 
and translates the word “Advaitms” into ‘the Vedanta of 
Sankara * as he has resolved to reserve the term Advaita for 
Madhva’s system. His translation of the term ‘adhma’ into 
‘creation’ (p. 5) proves that he intends to change the texts 
to suit the purposes of his exposition. The “ creation* of 
all ” bought at such a dear cost will not favour a true monistic 
hypothesis 

This illustrates the author’s wrong use of words like 
product, creation, cause, source, ground, etc. The author 
should consider the difference between karya-karanabhava 
and niyamya-mynmaka-bhava. 

p. 11 (27) “The Sruti says “ Sadeva Somyedamagra 
asit,” and so on. The apparent meaning of this is that 
Brahman (Sat) was prior to the world. But, because time is 
one of the items of the world, the real meaning of the Sruti 
must be that Brahman transcends time, because It is”’the 
creator of time. So, tne term ' agre' in the Sruti does not 
mean priority in time , it means gunapurna.,’ —This quotation 
proves decisively that Mr. H. N Raghavendrachar has mis¬ 
interpreted passages apparently teaching that Brahman 
creates all entities. The meaning of those passages is simply 
this. God transcends all the mtya entities in the sense of 
being greater than they. He does not create the mtya, as 
actual creation m the sense of bringing into existence out of a 
state of non-existence is not possible in respect of them. 
Time and space and many entities existed along with God 
dependently before creation God is greater than the world. 
God is greater than time. But it is wrong to’say that God is 
the creator of time-process. Again the use of the word 
creator m English, in the sense of ‘controller’ involves aq 
abuse of expression. Creation means ‘ niyamaka’ (controller) 
according to the author (p 10.). 

p. 12. (28) "Sarvam Khalvidam Brahma (Atl this is 
Brahman indeed) ”:—The author translates the Sruti as a 
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Sankaraite does, while it is interpreted by Sri Madhva in . 
sense ‘ This Brahman is perfect.' 4 * This again is one of the 
many illustrations of mismterpretetations of Madhva texts 
abounding m Mr H. N, Raghavendraehar’s book, But, one 
real means ‘ Sarvottama’ (superior to all beings) to our author 
(p. 15.) Has the word ‘one* such significance, or the word 
‘year? 

p. 13. (29) “The world has derived reality”—Another 
abuse of expression meaning distinct inherent dependent 
reality; not His reality. Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar translates 
derived reality into dependent reality on p. 13. 

p. 14. (30) Mr. H N Raghavendrachar states the correct 
position of Sri Madhva and rejects it “Sometimes, we may 
read carelessly some passages of Madhva such as —the world 
is satya, mtya, etc,, it is different from Brahman, Brahman 
creates the world making use of prakrti, etc.. Brahman is 
-tattva. the world is tattva, e'tc., etc And after such a careless 
reading, we may wrongly think that Madhva teaches as 
follows,—The world is as real as Brahman. Brahman is one 
of the causes of the world , Brahman has therefore a second 
or many seconds to it, etc., etc. We may even think that wa 
can support these ideas by means of Sruti, Smrti and the 
arguments used by the other Darsanas, Nyaya, and so on. 
But all these are only notions that are fundamentally opposed 
to Madhva’s Brahmavada, the sole aim of which is to establish 
Svatantra as the only ground of the world." 

Criticism —(1) There is nothing wrong in the refuted 
position and in thinking m the way described there. The aim 
■of the Brahma-vada is not to establish Svatantra as the only 
ground of the world, but to establish that Svatantra is the 
■only independent ground of the world which has many depen¬ 
dent grounds of many kinds. Rsad Gita Chapter 15. 1-5 A. V. 
2.1.6 and Br Bh to 6. 7-—Tha 


46 See ST. SIT. 3. 14. 2. and B. S. B. 2. B, 14. 






48 


alleged mistaken position therefore is the correct position 
though such knowledge will be useless if one does not apprehend 
that Brahman is independent, and that everything is depen¬ 
dent upon Him. To Sri Madhva as to the advocates of the 
alleged position, the world is as real as Brahman 1 e, has the 
same degree of reality as Brahman. But Brahman has 
superior Svarupa, etc, while the world has inferior Svarupa, 
etc. On p. 26 Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar also admits that 
the difference between the satyatva of the world and that of 
Brahman *'is one of kind, and not of degree" Now he is 
representing this position as a mistaken notion (2) The 
world has many causes, not many independent causes. 
Brahman is the independent cause, Akasa, Time, Matter etc. 
are dependent causes. Brahman is not the material cause at 
all. As Brahman has not been the only causa of the world, 
the world, strictly speaking, is the product of many causes. 
Since God is not the material cause of the pot, the pot is the 
product of many causes, God being the independent cause. 
The authority “ ^TSRRT SITSRtSr ScT: 1% 
shows that God can create without dependent causes, not that 
He has created without dependent eauses On the other 
hand 2. 1. 6. states that he has used them. So by the will of 
God Himself the world is the product of many causes.* 7 It is 
wrong to say that dependent cause is no cause at all. Can we 
say that dependent fire does not burn ? Even dependent 
reals have arthaknyakaritva. See B. S. B. 2.1. 6. Where Sri 
Madhva admits ' Sadhanajata' a collection of causes which 
God makes use of in creating the world. (3) Brahman has a 
second in the form of a paratantra world. It is eternal 
misery to thmk that the world is unreal and that therefore 
Brahman is devoid of a second at any time “ But Brahman 

* 7 See the passage quoted on p. 14. f. 

«(1) Br. Bh. 3. 5. (p. 21).-*T&H«c<i cPFT^r- 

i ii .... i jt «^r- 

ixTsmror * ir 
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has no equal op suDerior or independent second That'is why, 
Sri Madhva has interpreted ‘Ekamevadvitiyam ” not in the 
sense of 1 God is one without a second ’ but m the sense of ' God 
vs the Highest Being undifferenced m H'm^elf, without an equal 
or superior' , for mB S 8 2 1 6 it is decided that Brahman 
has^h paratantra second 

'* Ekamevadvitiyam " which apparently means ' Brahman 
has no second’ is interpreted to mean that “ Brahman has a 
second, inferior second, not an equrl or superior " 

That Mr H. N Ragbavsndraehar wrongly understands 
Madhva’s oosition is apparent by his interpretation of 
‘ Ekamevadvitiyam Braorm" into “ Brnmtn is one only and 
It is seeondlees ” Obviously hr plans to fo st his own 
(idealistic* 1 ) philosphy on Sri Madnva He admits that the 
world is satya, nitya, and that there is no difference of di-gpee 
in the realities of the world and Brahman. Yet he criticises 
the right Dvaita position. Has he g ven up Dvaita ? Tha 
passage (33) quoted in support of his exposition by Mr., 
H. N Raghavendrachar is in A. V.2 2 1: 

An u V. 2 2 1 —\ 

«a*wrt i treifa 

ffcT fesrnrfcr: i ’srasrc 

^’4,^’ I Previous to this passage we have .— 

JStcTrfrg: 1 ^ I ^ffcT^ST 

This passage does not criticise the view stated by Mr* 
H*N*R. at all. It criticises the Sahnkya, Advaita and other 
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dootrm93i including Mr. H, N R.’s position which maintain 
views opposed to the intended teachings of the Vedas. 

p. 14 (31) “ Brahman the only source of all"—Misleading 
again. ' Onlv source' for * chief Nuruttakarana ’ is wrong 
usage Brahman is the onlv responsible agent of all. With¬ 
out Brahman the world would not be. ‘ Source of all ’ means 
* giver of reality which means myamaka to our author, (p 5.)— 
The world has two sources, one independent and many depen¬ 
dent sources 

\ 

p 15 (32) " Being misled by the term Dvaita that is applied 
to Madhva’s thought even an ardent follower of Madhva may 
try to find out Dualism or Pluralism m this thought ” -—If dua¬ 
lism is understood as a doctrine of two distinct beings,of dif¬ 
ference between paratantra and svatantra, not necessarily of 
two perfect beings of equal glory , if pluralism is understood 
as a,doctrine of many distinct beings, not as a doetrinfe of 
many independent beings there is no harm in regarding this 
philosophy as a form of dualism or pluralism" There is 

49 The D P S 11 p 306 defines Pluralism as “the theory 
that reality consists in a plurality or multiplicity of distinct 
beings opposed to monism as a theory of the essential and 
ultimate unity of all being ” Also see p. 79 of Dvaita Pradipn 
where the definitions of the terms Monism, and.Duahsm are 
quoted 

Also En R E vol VIII. p. 809 — Moniun. —Taking tbd 
term in its widest sense, we might apply it to every mode of 
thought which seems to transcend the distinction between the 
physical and the psychical and to reach an ultimate unity — 
classification—Idealistic monism, naturalistio monism. In the * 
19th century, the term "monism” came to be used by the 
disciples of Hegel as designating their own peculiar mode of 
thought. 

„ Absolute . —Vol. 1. Em R» E. p. 43:—•“ The Absolute in Meta¬ 
physics—The term is applied in metaphysics to the whole of 
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barm in regarding it as a form of monism, a doctrine'of only- 
one being, as it implies that the world is mtthya. A doctrine 
of one independent being responsible for the dependent being 
of the world, equally real (not independently real) is ealled 
monotheism, not monism. The misunderstanding of defini- 
tiflns given in the dictionary, the failure to perceive the root- 
meanings of monism, dualism, pluralism, theism; the 
ignoring of words like Bhedavadm, Bahutattva-vada etc. 
employed by Sri Madhva and his followers to denote their 
positions, and the desire to strike out a new path not supported 
by texts is responsible for this mystifying exposition. 

(33) —" At every stage of his thought he amplifies 
in unambiguous language the teaching of the Sruti—“Eka- 
mevadvitiyam Brahma"—(Brahman is one only and It is 
secondless), by his favourite expression that Han is Sar- 
■vottama—the highest principle of all. To make use of Eng¬ 
lish terms, his system is unmodified monism m the sense 
-that it traees everything absolutely to one principle, i.e.. 
Brahman It is thus far from dualism or pluralism Fur¬ 
ther, to cal) his thought monotheism is not to do justice to 
him. Monotheism implies something of religious faith. 
But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place in his 
philosophy" Criticism—Where is the quotation in support 
of this remark 9 What authorised the author to interpret 
‘Ekameva’ as Secondless Is that the Dvaita Bhashya 
meaning ? Can secondless mean Sarvottama according to any 
•dictionary’ If ' Ekameva’ means 'secondless' Madhva's 
interpretation of it as ‘Sarvottama’ becomes wrong If 
Ekameva means ‘ Sarvottama,' the author’s translation of it 
into ' secondless ’ is unfortunate. Sh'ould not the author faith¬ 
ful Iy interpret the Dvaita quotations he gives, just as Sri 

Reality. Absolutism in philosopy is a method of interpret¬ 
ing reality which starts from the point of view of, and con¬ 
structs a system by direct reference to, the complete unity 
of the whole, p. 47 —In the Vedanta philosophy the dodtrina 
of the Absolute is styled Monism (Advaita-vada)." 
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Madhva has construed them ? Secondly a philosophy which 
traces everything absolutely to one principle 10 as to posit a 
ftlation of identity 1 e, which expounds the multiplicity as an 
aspect, Svarupa-amsa, part, transformation, or mode or 
manifestation, of the one principle is Monism A philosophy 
which traces the existence of the world to one mamtainer Sr 
Niyamaka or transcendent-immanent principle is Sesvara- 
vada or monotheism Dvaita is a philosophy and religion. 
Every form of monotheism is not irrational, or mere religious 
faith opposed to reason Mr H N Raghavendraehar’s new 
monism is the pure monotheism of lexicographers, with the 
defects of irreligion, wrong arguments to prove God, and 
ambiguous expression True monotheism is a philosophical 
system which makes religion possible. If a doctrine of 
* Sarvottama' is not monotheism which else is ? Sarvottama 
means supreme being, the Highest of all principles , not‘the 
principle ef all,’ Dependent principles also are principles 
according to Sri Madhva If it is said that Monotheism 
implies something of religious faith, It may be retorted that 
Mr. H N Raghavendrehar’s monism implies something of 
unreality of universe, or identity between God and the world, 
and unvedie independent reasoning, and also absence of 
religion. The root-meanings of the words monism and 
monotheism are ignored by Mr. H N Raghavendraehar 

p. 15 (34) Again Mr. H N, Raghavendraehar gives a 
partially correct and partially incorrect exposition of Dvaita 
as nobody has given tt and criticised it: ‘A superficial reading, 
of Puranas often makes us familiar with the creation of tha 
world in cycles (kalpa) ■ We are told that Isvara gives rise* 
to the things of the world, mahat, ahankara, etc, making 
use of prakrili as upadana and kala, etc., as nimitta, in 
accordance with the karma of the jivas that have to play 
their parts in the created world. This is the popular idea of 
creation among the Hindus in general and the Madhvas m 
particular. It is popularly believed that, the upadana and 
nimitta causes of the .world, and the jivas are aitadi 'and 
therefore undreated. It ts also believed that God ts the creator' 
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in the sense that he connects mnd directs the several self - 
existent attadt things and with their help creates the object* 
of the wirld, even as a pot-miker connects water , clay, etc., 
and makes a pot The idea that the upadana and mmitta 
causes of the world exist irrespective if God, the creator, 
is tlae substance of this belief ” Criticism •—The account of 
this imaginary tradition, is the result of an undigested 
study of B S B. 2. 3. 1 and A. V. 2, 3 1. etc, as already 
pointed out. 50 There is no such tradition among the 
Madhvas as is alleged here If the author were to substitute 
"by them” for “with their help" and change ' irrespective of * 
into " distinct from ” and 1 imminent principle ’ for 'creator,' 
and state that all the things used by God are dependent upon 
Him not only as a servant UDon his king . but in the sense of 
having its existence, rssennal nature, and functioning capa¬ 
city, etc, dependent upon His grace always and everywhere, 
in place of the italicised sentence, there will be nothing wrong 
in the exposition at all Thera is absolutely no relation be¬ 
tween Mr H N Raghavendrachar’s remarks and the T C„ 
quotation he has made in this connection which says that 
everything, even if unborn, gets a special dependent trait 
at the time of world-production There is no Madhva who 
imagines that any part of the world is independent of God at 
any stage, just as there is no student of philosophy so 
ignorant as to think that a doctrine of Sarvottama vastu can 
be called monism. The point is, an ordinary but careful 
study is sufficient to enable etna to avoid saying God created 


50 Anadi (unonginated) things and all entities are ‘self, 
existent,' m Dvaita, in the sense thatthey have Svatah Satyata- 
Hatursl existence; not independent existence. SvaruPato-nitya 
Eternal things, as defined in G. V. 2-18., we may say, do 
not require the aid of God in point ,of creation, for they 
have no creation at all. All things depend upon God for 
maintaining what they naturally possess. But what they 
naturally possess is not derived from God’s essence. It is 
distinct in substance etc. See M. T, N. Ch. I, 28, 
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eternal things; or that dependent reality means creates* 
reality. A philosophical exposition in English must pay 
regard to the meanings which English words like creation, 
product, derived etc signify in accordance with tradition and 
usage. 

p 16 (35) ‘Svatantra,’ the sole Creator of All, always, 
everywhere’,—No, Svatantra is the chief creator, not the sole 
creator The author ignores dependent reals It is true that 
at the time of creation, the dependent causes were functioning 
only in a subtle form by the grace of God immanent m them, 
and God ‘created ’ the world by making use of the dependent 
eauses, Himself. But after the world-creation, the work of 
creating inferior th.ngs is b°ing carried on bv agents other 
than God al«o with God as tneir indwelling principle These 
agents are not independent, but dual m nature; every man is 
himself plus the distinct God in him; the self has the power 
to create to a certain extent, In B S B 2 3 1 6 it is decided 
that the jiva has many natural, underived qualities 2 3 17. 
B. S B decides that the self has natural creative power 
^c?r. God therefore is not the sole creator in this system. 


But as decided in 2 2 2. and 2 16. that dependent creative 
power cannot function without the God m it, the self is not 
the independent creator 51 So we have two creators* many 
dependent creators and one Independent. God is the sole 
independent creator, the chief creator, not the sole creator 
in this system Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar persistently ignores 
this distinction and employs the monistic language, which 
Madhva relegates to the position of his poorvapaksha and 
explains as being figurative in nature. In V. T N. chapter '2. 


Madhva says 



(See also 1. 4. 1. B. S. B) Secondly, white elucidating 
this, the author says. “We have seen how the rich creatdr- 


5 ’ The quotation * * is translated into *115 . 

*»cfr || B. S B.J2: 3.1*7, 
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ship of Isvara can make, unmake and differently make things* 
Applying this thought to the case of these three entities, 
cause, product and indifferent entities, it is easy to see how 
Isvara can cancel all or make each the other. He might 
have cancelled a different product and produced the 
pf-oduct 52 m question. Or, He could have made the present 
product its cause or an indifferent entity and made the cause 
or indifferent entity the present product. Further even with 
regard to time m which product is supposed to appear, He 
could have made the present past or future and the past or 
future the present. He could have even made the present 
pastless or futureless and the product causeless or effectless- 
We are thus required to see His karana, akarana and anyatha- 
harana — doing, undoing and doing differently With reference to 
every item of the world . So the fact that He has created a 
product is purely an expression of His independent will and 
it only illustrates the final truth taught by the Upamsad, 

4 lcchamatram prabhoh srstih.' 1 ' Criticism-—This discussion 
is irrelevent, the translation is completely wrong , and the 
exposition is inaccurate. We are not required to see God's 
karana, akarana and anyathakarana with reference to every 
ttem of the world. It is simply impossible. God does not 
exercise these three functions with regard to every item of 
the world. God has the capacity to do or undo a tiling or do 
a thing in a manner different from the way in which it is 
done But he has done everything in some particular manner 
and by His SanUalpa does not change it. 53 God has aeintya 
sakti, power, unthinkable by us The point is does the 
conception of God’s aeintya sakti, favour a monistic 
explanation’ In the first place God has used His independent- 
will, not his Aeintya sakti, in ereattng every part of the 
world. His ordinary independent power that is thinkable and 

82 All this is wrong translation by Mr H N R. and is quite 

■unintelligible. 

83 D. S. l 
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that does not break the rules 6f logic as expressed by his 
sankalpa (desire or will to create) will suffice for the creation 
of the world. That power (svatantrya) will not areate a 
monistic order of things. Granting that God uses Acmtya 
sakti, the identity conception is not favoured by such an 
admission. The greatness of God only reveals the absolute 
difference between the world and God and necessitates an 
anti-monistic explanation of life. God has used the causes 
and made the Cosmos a product of many causes by His own 
will. God has not by his acintya sakti negated the world, or 
negated Himself or has become an “ Advaita Murti ” 

The only truth about this matter is ‘ God can do 
whatever is in harmony with his perfect and defectless nature 
(lsw&rya-avipodhi) God cannot oease to be God, because 
He is God, All-wise Besides, Mr. H. N. Raghavendranhar's 
account of God's power does not help a monistic explanation 
of things at all Monism m its only three possible forme— 
materialism. Idealism, double-aspect monism—insists on the 
dilution of distinctness between the several principles 
postulated. There should be only one principle, or quasi 
principles absolutely identical, or bound up by the relation 
of identity-and-differenee. Pure and absolute and eternal 
difference (not opposition) such as is admitted m Dvaita is a 
bar to a monistic explanation of life. The ability of God to 
remain alone will not make the philosophy monism, the 
fact of His being alone or being identical with the world 
in some way, (not of being called identical in a metapho¬ 
rical manner) is essential for monism. 

p. 17. (36) ‘Change comes from Iswara. It is therefore 
iparadhina. The state of a thing obtaining paradhina is- 
called paradhinavisesa avapti. Paradhinavisesa means a 
variety of paradhina.. Avapti means obtainment. This is the 
meaning of sristi (creation). So the production of change 
means the production of Svarupa (Svarupa Sristi) of jiva* 
■Change is paradhinavisesa and its occurence to jiva is 
paradhina-visesavapti”;—Some gratis state that a)l mtya 
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things are 1 created ’ a t the time of creation, notin the popular 
sense of coming into existence out of a state of non-existence, 
but in the unimportant sense of becoming more dependent? 
upon God than formerly by receiving some additional glory 
dependent upon Him. That is ‘ creation ’ in a special restricted 
sense Mr. H. N. Raghsvendraehar has quite failed to bring' 
out this truth stated in 2. 3 1. B S B. and wrongly calls this. 
“Change” whieh word implies Vikara 54 Space does not' 
undergo 1 Vikara*; Lakshmi does not undergo ‘Vikara* Mr. 
H N. R says-—“An idea in the mind or a relation to a body 
is a case of change that occurs to jiva.” This is untrue. Only 


54 There are only four kinds of ’ change ’ They are 
mentioned mAV 1.4 6 N Sp 195 The jiva’s getting a 
body etc. do not belong to any of these four categories. 
Therefore the creation of a jtva as Visishta should not be 
■expounded as a form of changing the jiva Also the statement 
that the jiva is produced when the change (paradhma visesa) 
is produced involves a double use of the word ‘produced.’ 
The change is produced m the sense of Abhutx abhavatta 
coming into existence out of a state of non-existence; the jiva 
is ‘ produced * in the sense of paradhinavtseshavapfi obtaining a 
new outer body. In English this is an instance of quibbling. Sri 
Madhva says " kutastha" eternal things have no change. Mr. 
H N. Raghavendraehar says “everything has change and 
change meant paradhma visesa” Sri Madhva says eternal 
things have no ‘ svarupa utpatti * But Mr. H. N Raghavendra¬ 
ehar says that everything nas ‘Svarupa snshti’ and says tha$ 
Svarupa sristi means getting a special trait The attempt of 
Mr H. N Raghavendraehar to give English words impossible 
meanings which they cannot bear m order to suit his 
pro-conceived idea is obvious After all, this ‘change’ and 
$ii£ ‘ Svdi*(ip*a' S’risti ' itnpty that tpacb, jiVa etb., are cdeVaf 
with and distinct from God. Where is the room for, Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar’s monism? T. S.T. says. 

i 
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when there is Vikara as when a green mango becomes red or 
a gold bangle is turned into a ring, or as milk becomes curds or 
copper becomes silver by a process of alchemy, is it right to 
say that the thing is changed. By getting a body, the jiva is 
not changed. But the Vedas say that he is also “ created ” m 
the restricted sense of receiving a dependent something’* (a 
physical body) which he had not before, but not in the sense 
of changing or of coming into existence out of a state of non¬ 
existence. Does God change by moving m the world ? While 
using an English word to express philosophical truths taught 
in Sanskrit works, should not a writer use it m the sense 
which it has m English usage ? 

p 19 (37) " Antahkarana is thus a visista To give this 
visista to jiva is to create ]iva as a visista, The visista is 
not different from the essence or svarupa ofjiva" —This- 
is also a bad rendering of the N. S passage explained on p 4. 
The correct meaning of the passage is, when the jiva 
becomes a visista namely “ a ]iva with an external body ”, 
this visista is created (has abhutva-bhavanam). As there is 
identity between the Visista (compound) and the visesya 
(]iva, the substantive), when the Visista is actually created 
the jiva also is satd to be created actually (as if he had abhu¬ 
tva-bhavanam). But as the jiva has Avasthitasx>arupa, un¬ 
changed identity, it does not come into being , that is, it has 
no abhutva-bhavanam , therefore it is 'created' only m the 
sense of having received a special dependent trait (a physical 
body). The jiva therefore does not change and is not 
created m the chief sense 18 —the sense which is necessary for 

— -----——- l 

58 In support of his view that the ‘ creation ’ of jiva is real 
Mr, H. N Raghavendraehar quotes “T Pr 2 3.1. SJrfrnBflraT- 

and translates it wrongly into “jiva’s production in this sense 
is not metaphorical, but it is a real case of production.” The 
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deriving everything from God, every moment. What is the 
meaning of the word * create ’ here? The author cannot tell. 
When a student puts on his coat, is he created ? So we have 
to say that when a man puts on his coat his svarupa (self) is 
created, So too when a man takes away his eoat he is 
created , when he rides on a bicycle he is created , when he 
thinks, he is created. Every moment as the new time- 
connection is given to him, the jiva is created. God also is 
created and is changed when He is connected with a new 
moment of time. We will have to say there is nothing 
' svarupato nitya ’ changeless in substance and that everything 
is pravahato nitya. The jiva, it follows, is not an abiding 
entity at all, but a consecutive flow of conscious states (a 
series of new visistas) created anew every moment; This is 
Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar’s logic, not Sn Madhva’s. God- 
intoxieated Spinoza reduced his Substance into a monisti®. 
being. Svatantra-intoxicated Mr. Raghavendraehar has 
reduced a theistio philosophy into akshamka-vada, a doctrine 
of perpetual creation of jivas on such simple word-play of 
this kind. But if we remember his abuse of the word 
" creation ” to make it mean dependent elsewhere, his position 
ceases to be very dangerous. The jiva is ‘ created’=Tha jiva 
becomes specially dependent when he gets the antahkarana. 
If this is all that he means, the abuse of expression is obvious; 
his purpose to expound the philosophy of Sri Madhva as a 
form of monism is frustrated. 


correct meaning is “the ‘ creation’ of the jiva by the actual 
creation of the body only to be given to him is not purely 
nominal. For creation here means giving a dependent trait.” 
This means that the pva is not created m the chief sense of 
the word creation, but ‘created’m the unimportant sense of 
the word creation. Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar’s exposition 
deceives his readers by playing upon the words 'production* 
create’and ‘change.’ Throughout his book he accepts the 
unimportant meanings of Sanskrit words as their chief mean¬ 
ings and chief meanings as unimportant meanings. 
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p, 20. (38) Having criticised the traditional exposition of 
Dvaita, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar gives nearly the same 
traditional account of a number of principles with God as the 
chief principle and immanent principle in all. In conclusion he 
says.‘‘This explains how lsvara is the direct or immediate 
causa, Saksat karana' of all that exists.” —Here ‘ Saksat " 
means chief. When a jar is created, God is the chief cause, 
not the immediate cause, indwelling in all its causes.* 6 

p 20 (39) "A question may be asked, if lsvara has 
Asesasakti, why has He created this imperfect world ? This 
question does not arise, because the philosophical enquiry 
concerns itself with the world that is given and not with 
what ought to be given.*’ —This question arises on the 
monistic assumption of Mr. H N. Ragaghavendrachar that 
dependent cause is no eause and that God creates eternal 
tmngs also. The answer is, God is not the only e$use 


66 The author quotes A. V. 1.3. 5. SW r fa 

t gg g f te gr i and 

expounds that God creates everything including jars and tables 
directly. First the authority he has quoted is quite irrelevant. 
The passage means “ Nirguna Brahman is not taught by the 
Vedas, but the Narayana of attributes only 

is taught in the Sastras. Next, in creating a pot, the potter is 
the mediate, chief efficient cause. N. S. 327 says 

God ts the ehief maker, not the direct 
maker of the pot. The potter is the direct creator. God by 
His will makes the potter the ‘nimitta’ of his creative 
activity. Tne potter is a dependent maker. See B S B. 2. 3. 
tl. B. S. B. 1-4-1 etc. N. V. B. p. 44. is quite clear on the 
point.—(Mr: I 

fa wjii HWwiiAwvitat srglStesfarf a^fs 

I See also N. S. p. 198. 
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of the world, but the chief and independent cause of the 
world. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar regards God as the 
only cause of the world, puts to himself a question which 
connot be solved on bis premises and gives a wrong explanation 
in this and the following Sentences without quoting any 
authority at all. We ask “ If God is the only cause why should 
He create other imperfect causes and bring the imperfect 
world into being? From the perfect only the perfect must 
emanate." Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar plays intellectual 
jugglery and answers (p 20) “This question implies that 
what is created must be as perfect as the creator. In that 
case, the created is either different from Isvara or not 
different from Isvara. If it is different, it cannot be perfect, 
because perfection implies absence of limit and thus there 
cannot be two perfect entities. If it is not different, it is 
identical with Isvara and then the distinction between the 
created and the creator is not justified.'’ All this is Mr. 
H I?. R’s own view without support m the sastras. The retort 
is, there should be no distinct imperfect world at all if God is 
the only cause or source of the world. One might even 
remark that the very existence of a second world, or the 
very creation of a second imperfeot world is a limitation to 
the Perfect Being. Mr, H, N. Raghavendrachar cannot meet 
this objection on his premises. But we answer, that Sri 
Madhva and his commentators deny in A, V 2.1.6 and in 
N. S p. 311 etc., that the mere existence of a coeval entity is 
a limitation to the perfection of God. They argue that the 
Independent existence of a second being constitutes a limitation. 
God therefore is perfect m spite of the fact that there are 
innumerable dependent entities coeval with Hun. The causes 
of the imperfection of the world are obvious on the pluralistic 
bases of Dvaita philosophy. The created world is imperfect 
because the system of Sri Madhva accepts that God is not the 
only cause of creation. Though He is the chief cause, there 
$ra other dependent causes, and thus the system becomes a 
doctrine of many causes, with God as Mukhyakarana.—(see 
also N„ S, 811. for further discussion)—That is the essenae of 
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pluralism, the reference to many eternal ultimates, the 
Independent and dependent for the explanation of the imper- 
feot world God who makes use of the several dependent 
causes disproportionately out of his own free will m accordance 
imth their natural, and underived disproportionate varying 
natures cannot be called partial or cruel. Such partiality, 
being the expression of God's justice is not a defect. 

p. 21.(40) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores the depen¬ 
dent causes and is clogged m the mire of wrong exposition: 

“ Madhva holds, however, that in creating a thing, lsvara 
takes a form that is immanent m that thing.” Where was 
‘that thing' in which Brahman intended to reside if He were 
the only cause ? If Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar replies there 
are many dependent causes and Brahman is the one indepen¬ 
dent and chief cause, he reverts to the traditional pluralistic 
account Or his logic will land him in infinite regress. 
Secondly does God ‘ change ’ by taking forms ? 

p. 21 (41) Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar presents the 
doctrine of pancabheda and taratamya. How, we ask, should 
all this be if Brahman were the only cause? A doctrine of 
one cause is Monism. A doctrine of many dependent causes 
with an Iswara, as the chief cause is theism or pluralism. 
Some pluralists assert that the secondary causes have limited 
independence. So too some monists assert that the world is 
unreal. The particular kind of teachings of Madhva enables 
us to call him a pluralist who maintains that the secondary 
causes have no independence but have only distinct existence. , 

p, 21. (42) The monistic bias of Mr. H. N. Raghavendra¬ 
char leads him to a difficulty when he tries to justify evil: 

“ Even the imperfection or dark side of the world helps the 
expression of the bright side of the same. This shows how 
the things are created on a principle. Imperfection leads to 1 
correction and bondage leads to release."—There is ' no 
support in Dvaita for this exposition., There are many causes 
of the world dependent upon God distinct from Him. Evil is 
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made to destroy itself by attempting to destroy others. There 
is eternal hell for natural sinners. God's hatred of evil is an 
expression of his natural defeotlessness. 

IV 

Mr. H. N. R’s strange views and interpretations 
of Srubis. 




p. 23. (43) ‘Svatantra’ is transcendent and it cannot bo 
similar to paratantra So the terms Sadrsa etc., as applied 
to paratantra or pratibimba, mean that its reality is derived 
from Svatantra" —No. The jiva’s reality is not derived from 
Brahman, but dependent upon Brahman. The jiva is similar 
to God m some respects, though God is transcendent and has 
many dissimilar traits m Him How can the similarity of the 
wopld imply that the world's reality is derived from God? 
Sri Subbarayacharya's Sutrartba Manimanjan 2. 3 13. p. 424- 
defines Pratibimba: 



fSrac* i <pft- 





Where is the 


authority for Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar to conclude that 
the term Sadrsa implies that the world is created by God; or 
has derived reality from God. The idea is opposed to Dvaita 37 


p. 24. (44) The author quotes A V. 3. 2. 42. (It must be 

3. 2 . io.) 

>K4ff f*re; i srarr ^icr i 

ite T w wm sRsfursm witctr: i 

I and wrongly translates it:—"jiva is called abhasae 


87 See A. V 2 2. 6 —etc. and 
NS to it which prove beyond doubt that ‘similarity’ 
inevitably implies essential duality. 
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because its knowledge and existence are always produced by 
Isvara. Just as a man’s shadow is a reflection and a creation 
of the man all the jivas...are pratibimbas.” This is misrepre¬ 
sentation The correct interpretation m the light of a clear 
line (%rTr STcft^T in that same context, 

not quoted by our author, is—‘‘As the natural knowledge 
and natural reality of the ]iva also is dependent upon God the 
jiva is called a pratibimba (reflection) of God. Just as the 
shadow is similar m some respects to and dependent upon the 
man whose shadow it is, so all the jivas including Caturmukha 
are pratibimbas of God.” The comparison of the jiva to the 
shadow is not m respect of createdness, but m respect of (i) 
partial similarity of nature (2) and dependence upon another 

p 25(45) Certain statements of Mr. H. N Raghavendra- 
ehar are foreign to Dvaita. For example “ Brahman is para- 
martha in the sense that It gives reality to all For this 
reason Brahman is Advaita or Advitiya, Secondless and 
Superiorless’’ —Dvaita does not maintain a God that gives 
reality to entities which have no reality or which cannot 
taka reality being coeval. Brahman is not Secondless. It 
is devoid of an equal or superior The Sruti is wrongly 
translated The word ‘paramartha’ means Supreme Being 
and indicates the idea of God’s transcendence, not merely 
‘ giving reality’ i.e., controlling power. 

p. 25. (46) “ Further, to call the world Satya (real) proves 
the parataiitta character of the world.”—-No. Reality is not 
another name for dependence. nor can the ' reality ’ of the 
World by itself be used as an argument to prove that the 
world is dependent. Can we say that the world is dependent 
because it is real ? The Sruti quoted m support of this position 

is hostile to the author- A. V. 1.1.6 

*RWT?f t As usual, the author wrongly translates 
this —“ Brahman is Satya because it gives satva to the world. 
This is the meaning of Sristi (creation).’’—The correct meaning 
is “ God causes the (born) world to possess existence. He is 
called Satya, because He is the creator of the (born) world.”' 
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p. 28. (47) On p. 28 there is a piece of logic which is hard 
to understand “we must abandon the apparent meaning of 
Sruti and study the implication of the abheda or identity 
taught by it. This implication consists only m recognizing 
the fact that Brahman is the Giver of reality to the world. 
Thus Sri Madhva explains abheda by employing the same 
conceptions, Svatantra and paratantra, that point out bheda 
between the two. Bheda (difference) according to him is thus 
an expression of abheda (identity) as taught by the Sruti. 
Abheda (identity) implies that paratantra can never be 
separated from Svatantra, i e , it can never exist independent 
of Svatantra. Paratantra is therefore ananya (identical) but 
Brahman is transcendent ” —All this is unsound Difference 
and identity are opposed. It is therefore wrong to say that 
difference is the expression of identity just as it is wrong to 
say that light is the expression of darkness or vice-versa Sri 
Madhva rejects the conception of identity-and-differerce also. 
To *Sn Madhva non-difference between the world and 
Brahman is false, metaphorical expressions of identity are 
found m the Vedas to indicate the glory of God as m the 
statement "Rama is a lion” But Mr H N Raghavendrachar 
says that Identity .is the chief meaning of the Vedas and 
’bheda' or difference rs 'gouna,' metaphorical and adds 
that identity means giver of leoltty. Abheda statements are 
gouna (figurative) to Sri Madhva; Bheda statements are 
gouna to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar. What again is the 
meaning of saying that bheda is the expression of abheda? 
What ts the meaning of the word expression or of the 
word ‘implies* which we have italicised. Whare is the 
authority to prove that bheda is an expression of abheda ? 


Sri Madhva says in V, T. V. 

etc. 


wftm r: i ^rr- 
?mtr$ wret it 


p. 28. (48) The author quotes authorities and gives mean¬ 
ings opposed to Sr* Madhva; (a) “ *Wfir§ef 5TvSf 

J——Parametman alone is Tattva. There- 
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fore the wise see Him only. Bhg. T. p. 3." Criticism—On p 3. 
alone of Bhg, T. the word “ Tattva” is defined thus* 

That principle which remains m the past and in 

© 

future as now without undergoing the least transformation 
from any cause is known to be Tattva by knowers of Tattva." 
Then comes the quoted passage which means 'The wise see 
God alone /because He alone is the Tattva, the one in¬ 
dependent changeless being.” If Tattva is so defined God is 
the only Tattva. 

(b) “ Brahman is the only one and It is secondless 
(Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma),’’ says our author,—No Chapter 
VI Ch. Up. B. interprets it thus g a &q r fetRq r 

'SMM'tf&M fa fgra gwmro t I—Brahman 

is undiffereneed m Himself and unequalled 

(c) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar misinterprets the state¬ 
ment. Tai Bh. 9. “ ^ All this is He because 

He is the giver of all this.”—Not correct. The Bhashya 
commentator says.— <raasreftjr wftsnft «#■* 

sraC^rr^T. I—Tai. Bh. S. 96 —“ God resides in 

Akasa by the name Sarva and is so called because He is the 
sole responsible maintainor of Satta etc. of the world.” 

(d) Again Bhg. T 59. passage is misinterpreted —“srift- 

Mgq&aO fff asRrcir i mc i gfore alrr- 

1 those that have little or no knowledge do not see 

JBrahman as the only meaning of the Vedas, but he alone 
who has pure knowledge sees only Brahman as taught by 
them.”—No. The correct meaning according to Yadupatya and 
other commentaries is “Those that are dull of understanding 
cannot discern that Brahman is the chief meaning of the 
■Vedas. He who is very intelligent discerns Brahman slop? as 
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the chief meaning of all all the Vedas by the method of 
pad a samanavaya and vahya samanvaya" The Vedas have three 
meanings. Only the wise can discern God as the chief 

meaning of them. Rg. Bh. p. 3. srateam i v. t. v. 

^Nri: greregq 11 p. 4. 

(e) The A. V. 1. 1. 5. Stanza faNll'W 3T5T** 

Hjarrfrg-1 ^rg^twaBt <it asrT^^w it is interpreted 
as "Therefore the object of enquiry is the Dearest, the All- 
complete, Vasudeva, the Secondless, Parabrahmsn the 
Highest"—Not correct N. S. (p. 122.) translates 1 Advandvam’ 
into * asamam without an equal ’ So the correct interpretation 
is " Therefore our Parabrahman, full of auspicious attributes, 
unequalled and called Vasudeva, the Highest of all beings must 
be made the object of (Vedic) inquiry." 

(f) On p. 29. the author quotes A. V. 3. 2. 46 — 

and says “ So 

Sri Madhva concludes “ Bhagavan, and Bhagavan only, is 
taught by all the Vedas." —The reference ought to be, not 
3 2. 46 but 3 2.15. The intended meaning is that the chief 
■meaning of the entire Vedas is Brahman of infinite attributes.” 
{See N. S p 523) If all the Vedas teach only Brahman and 
nothing else, how could we know the existence of other 
spiritual entities 9 

(g) The author quotes Bhg. T. 21. on p. 29 ^ 

fWr; cTW^^T! *=n=rlcT: | g f r^ rTl 1^ 

and wrongly interprets it without reference to the 
glosses. “ Because Satta etc. of Vishnu are Svatantra, He is 
different (Anya) from the world. And because all else derives 
Satta, etc from Brahman, though it is by nature different from 
Brahman, it is identical (aimnya) with Brahman ”—No. The 
■correct version of the italicised sentence should be “As the 
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satta of all else different from Brahman is dependent upon 
Brahman, though all is really different from Brahman, it is 
spoken of (figurdtitely) as if it were identical with Brahman.”' 
See also Bhg. T 2. 6. IS 

(h) Onp. 27 Mr H. N. R quotes Bng. T. 12S — 1 

ft 

fogftqg and srepwcpsr gfecs 

and writes. “These expressions mean that from the 

standpoint of Brahman the world is,neither sat nor vastu and 
the so-called cetana is not cetana”—This is absurd The 
phrase from the standpoint of Brahman is very badly misused. 
The eorreet meaning is - “If the word eetana is defined as in¬ 
dependent knower then Vishnu is the only cetana If the 
word Vastu is defined as independent being then God is the 
only Vastu. 

(49) Many of the quotations given by the author rare 

misinterpreted and misused On one occasion, the writer 
quotes Sri Madhva's explanation that God is called ‘ Advaita’ 
beeause of his power of destroying Dvaita which means 
delusion according to a special interpretation Does this 
quotation prove Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s monism in 
Dvaita ? (See V. T. V. Ch. I ST 

f9I&) 

(50) The gross abuse of Sanskrit and English words in the 
exposition of our author becomes apparent to one who 
considers the following illustrations:—(1) ’Author of all’ is 
interpreted as Niyamaka (rulfer) on p. 20. (2) The Sanskrit 
word Adhtna (dependent) is translated into derived on p. 26. 
(3) The English word creation is interpreted as ‘Adhmatva' 
(dependence) on p 5. (4) Creator is turned' into JVi yamakee 
(ruler) on p. 10. (5) Derived reality is translated into depen¬ 
dent on p. 13. and (6) 'Giver of reality’ is translated into 
Niyamaka (ruler) on p. IS. (7) One Real, All, Secondless and 
other monistic expressions are paraphrased into "Sarvottanta*" 
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(Highest Being) on’p. t5. j (8) ‘ Paratantra (’dependent}' means, 
product,’ says he, on p. 5. (9) On page 28 the term Abheda 
(identity) itself is expounded as meaning givSr of realityf 
which again, as already stated, means Niyamaka. Bheda' 
(difference) is used for derived reality=dependence. * Bheda* 
is the expression of abheda has to mean that dependence is 
expression of Niyamana, (10) The definitions of Monism and 
Monotheism are the most curious of all—“At every stage of 
his thought Sri Madhva amplifies m unambiguous language his. 
favourite expression Han is Sarvottama—the highest principle 
of all. To make use of English terms, his system is unmodified 
monism m the sense that it traces everything absolutely to 
one principle i e. Brahman. It is thus far from dualism and 
pluralism. Further to call his thought monotheism is not to 
do justice to him. Monotheism implies something of religious 
faith. But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place m 
his philosophy” No student of philosophy will agree to this. 
Who will say that a doctrine of God as Sarvottama (superior 
to an absolutely distinct real world) is monism 9 Who, again, 
will say that monotheism is mere religion opposed to reason? 
Is all religion irrational ? Does Sri Madhva deny religion? 
Let the reader judge for himself and accept the views of Mr. 
H. N. R. with caution Mr. H. N R has converted a doctrine of 
dependence into a doetrine of identity by wrong use of words- 
and plausible reasoning. 

V 

Dvaita and Mr, H. N. Baghavendrachar’s view. 


In V. T. V. and in A. V. 3. 3. 1. Sri Madhva states the 
summary of his teachings: V. T. V. p. 4 

i rgTc m qfr srafawsii i The conclusion, that all the 
Vedas have for their chief intended teaching the supeiuority of 
Brahnjat) to all other beings is reasonable also. A. V. 3. 3. 1 
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i ■ fo w foyw srfcrffcfSr 

^n'i^T^r: |—Absolute Perfection end defectlessness of 
Brahman, dependence of everything else upon i Hun—this is 
the correct decided teaching. 

The reasoning for and the corollarv of this position is 
stated in the next stanza —f^RPTcSf 3RST ^9 

^r#cT: i s^tqc?rci%®r$ It Brahman is perfect 

and defeotless because He is independent. This independence 
must be predicated of Brahman in order to establish His 
defectlessness. 58 Also_ absolute difference from everything 
other than Him should be predicated to Him to establish His 
defectlessness. At the same tune, if identity is predicated. 
Brahman becomes defective. 


“According to Bradley, the absolutist, only the indepen¬ 
dent can be real, non-self-eontradictory ;- T realit^ is therefore 
one; the independent is unrelated. But Sri Madhva'« 
conceptions of independence, reality, relation and oneness 
are quite different. Dependent reality, independent reality 
in the midst of and along with a dependent many , related 
independence are not not self-contradictory conceptions to 
Sri Madhva. Difference from and relation to an essentially 
distinct but dependent many are the indispensable factors of 
a system which maintains a perfect real being free from all 
defects. The dualism of Svatantra-paratantra is the logical 
corollary of a 'Perfectionist' doctrine according to Sri 
Madhva, that is, the perfection of God taught tn the 
Upanishads can be maintained only by accepting that the real 
world is distinct from and dependent upon God, But Monism 
is the logical corollary of a perfectaMust doctrine to 'the 
Absolutists like the Advaitms etc.; th$t vs, if Reality is held tq 
be pure and spotlesss, it must be predioateless, unrelated and 
Wighout a second (the world). The former ■exclaims lie ; the 
iSfdter explains away the fact 6f life. Read A. Y. 2. 2. 6. 
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The question arises why this difference should he acce¬ 
pted as absolute. The answer is 

^r|aT i ijvRRrwfa u Dependence upon God must 

be predicated of even the liberated souls in order to establish 
the»perfection of God. For the same reason, difference also 
from Brahman should b9 predicated of the liberated. 

Will not the concept of identity-snd-differenee ’solve fthe 
problem ? The answer is, no 


4 If identity-and-diffarence between Brahman ’ and 


the world is accepted, the element of identity makes Brah¬ 
man defective. In identity-and-differeneee, if the element 
of difference cannot drive out identity, it is nominal diffe¬ 
rence and so it cannot preserve Brahman from defects. 
Pure difference alone is capable of negating identity bet¬ 
ween the world and Brahman and making possible the 

conception of Brahman as defectless. 

» 

The next question is-whether the perfection of God is not 
affected by the admission that eternal entities are coeval with 
God* The answer is given in A. V. 2.1. Sutra 19. and N. S. 

299 quoted on p. 14. The conclusion is “ 

i ?i^t ft 

The meaning is, the mere existence of a second thing cannot 
constitute a limitation to God. The independent existepce of a 
second thing constitutes a limitation to God , m on the other 
hand, the dependent existence of coevals expresses the rich¬ 
ness of God’s glory. 


The further question is, will not the existence of an 
■* anadi ’ principle uncreated by God m the chief sense imply 
its independence of God m point of its existence ? “ No ” say 
A. Y. 2. 2. 2-and T. C. 879, etc. "Anadi" things have no 
Creation , the glory sff the Lord does not suffer even if the 
‘Anadi ’ things are said to be not dependent upon God in respect 
of qualities •which they do not possess* But even anadi things are 
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dependent upon God for their .existence! and other qualities 
which they possess, as the shadow has a distinct co-existence 
dependent upon the man whose shadow it is. 59 Distinct exis¬ 
tence and dependent existence are not contradictories. As 
told m B. S. B. 2. 3. 15 the jiva is an eternal nirupadhtka pra- 
tibimba of the Lord, not produced by Him, but never indepen¬ 
dent of Him many quality he has. B. S. B. 2. 3. 15. T P. p. 119 

says •— i torer i srar- 

i . . . ?r«rr ^qr M N 

= 3 fNrr ftq r s u fi r i =r f^paTqrfo 11 

The Svarupa Srshti 60 of the entire dependent world 
(second to God) is denied m A V. 1 4. 6 and 2. 3. 1. as it 
involves the creation of things without a material cause or 
implies that Brahman is the material cause of the world. N. S. 

p 431I 5f 

i ^ asm ftrrf- 

£ II p. 199:—HSRRcft , etc. B. S. B. 

2. 1. 4. A. V. 2. 2. 8. state that the creation of something out of 
nothing cannot be accepted. One sentence may be quoted •— 

59 The passage T, C. 379 referred to is quotated on p 43 f. 
See also p. 14 f. 

80 Svarupa Srshti (Svarupena srshti) means the creation 
of the thing itself. A table or a jar has Svarupa Srshti. The 
table itself was non-existent and came into being out of its 
material cause. But the jiva was existent before the time of 
creation and so has no svarupa Srshti. But the jiva may be 
created ' dehi, ’ or the ' ruler of, a country. ’ Suah creation 
consists in the investment of the jiva with a new glory which 
he had not before. But it is not a case of Svarupa sristi. If 
the jiva were the transformation of another thing a$ the 
table is the transformation of wood, it would be right to say, 
that the jiva also has Svarupa Srshti. Read M.,T, N. Ch. 
•21-281. 
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I Wi II Henee the 
theory of 1 Sarva Srshti' 81 the creation of even eternal things 
is refuted m T S. p 5 quoted on p. 39-40 f As Sri Madhva, 
denies creation to eternal things unequivocally, the final 
teachings of the Sastras is (T. S. T. p. 5) — 

Ararat cr^ft^nf^T^ II—The individuality and essential cha¬ 
racters of all the real beings eternal and non-eternal are 
dependent upon God. 

But truths become more impressive if they are expressed 
figuratively. Hence the Yedie seers and mystics who pro-- 
pounded the fact that the reality of eternal things is dependent 
upon God said figuratively, “God gives reality to all things." 
From this figure emerged the imaginative conception, that 
the world has no reality of its own, that it has only God-given 
reality , that God is the only source of all reality. The next 
stage of the growth of this imaginative idea was the conception 
that there is no reality outside God, God is the reality, all is 
Purusha. These three stages of imaginative reflection are 
expressed also m figurative language, and these expressions 
metaphorically convey the truth that the reality of all things 
is dependent upon God. 


61 But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes —T. S. 

mumirera w ra i n t. s. t. (r):~ 

l| If he thinks that this passage 


implies that “ Lakshmi,” etc, also have creation, etc., in 
the chief sense Mr. H. N. R. is not right. Sri Raghavendra 
Swamin means that the word *Satta' means 
also and that from the point of view of that unimportant sense 
of the word, we may say that everything takes creation at the 
hands of God (i.e„ if creation is interpreted as getting a 
dependent trait) The commentaries of S. and S. D., etc., re¬ 
move all doubts on the point. The passages quoted on p. 3. f. 
show that according to Sn Raghavendra Swamin himself, the 
chief meaning of creation is ‘ coming into existence out of a 
state of non-existence.’ 
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That the giving of Svarupa, pramiti, pravritti to eternal 
things is metaphorical becomes manifest to one who reads 
passages quoted on p 28 f. 36 f. 44 f where these truths are 
told unequivocally in literal expression. The passage in N. S. 
p. 124 quoted on p. 28 f explains that Vedic statements 
apparently teaching that God is the only reality, God is the 
giver of reality etc., are all figurative expressions of imagi¬ 
native ways of thinking the truths that God is one without an 
equal or superior and that he is the mamtamer of the 
reality of eternals and the efficient cause of the reality of 
non-eternals. 

This figurative monism or Gouna-advaita of thel[ Sastras, 
is mistaken for real monism by Mr H. N Raghavendraehar. 
The only justification for Mr. H N Raghavendrachar’s book 
and article is that offered by the poet Milton —“ Bad meals 
will scarce breed good nourishment in the healthiest con¬ 
coction but herein'the difference is of bad books, that they 
do to a discreet and judicious reader serve ml many respects 
to discover, to confute, to forewarn, and to illustrate”— 
(p. 16. Areopagitica.) 

As regards nomenclature, Sri Madhva himself has allowed 
five figurative monistic expressions asappelations explanatory 
of the nature of the identity taught in a few of the millions of 
Vedic texts. All the Vedas are dualtstto texts. Some texts 
are ambiguous in character. Even they can be construed in 
a primary dualistic sense. But being ambiguous, they can be 
interpreted as favouring identity. The tdenUty taught in> 
them, Sri Madhva says, is not non-difference because it is 
refuted by numberless valid authorities of an unequivocally 
dualistic character. Therefore the identity conveyed by 
them is of a secondary character as m the expression, Rama 
is a lion. Such passages embodying are figurative 

expressions of identity teaching one of five (dualistic) truths. 
A. V. 2. 3. 14. and 1.1. 1. point out that there are five yanettes 
of figurative expressions of identity 5 
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(not Svatantra-advaita), (not visishta-abbeda); 

and *T#fOr (m salvation). N. S. p. 451 ,—i 

^ i gy rrfrft u 

The identity language employed by the Srutis in those few 
passages figuratively teach the similarity of the jiva to God; 
the independence of God , the unequalled glory of God, the 
one-mindedness of God and the soul m Mukti, or the identity 
■of their abode m Mukti. But this monistic language (devoid of 
the substance, namely monism) signifying truths opposed to 
monism no more secures the identity needed for a monistic 
doctrine or destroys the dualistic character of the whole 
system than the expression Rama is a lion proves the 
identity of or destroys the difference between Rama and the 
beast. 62 After all they are designed as explanatory names of 
the character of the contents of a few out of infinite Yedic 
statements. This figurative usage of monistic expressions, 
while denying factual identiy between the world and God, 
shows that the two ultimate entities Sri Madhva has accepted 
■are closely related and that his dualism is unlike any other 
discredited dualistic system in the world. Real monism in 
all its forms is rejected. T. S. T. has a wholesale condem¬ 
nation of monism —i n 

62 Similarity, independence, superiority, one- mindedness 
and occupation of one space do occasion usages of identity 
between distinct things• as for example, Rama Is a lion; the 
king won the battle, Arjuna was the only bow-holder of the 
■times , the king and the minister are of one mind , The two 
armies became one at Egypt. These usages indicate also that if 
two things are to be related th ey need not be) really identical. 
The sentence ‘ Rama is a lion' primarily teaches that ‘ Rama 
is identical with the bon’, the intended meaning of the 
figurative expression is ‘ Rama is similar to a lion m courage’; 
$o the identity taught there is not real, it is a usage of, 
identity to express similarity. The other four examples also 
must be construed in a similar manner. 
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Sri Madhva’s Dvaita repudiates Pantheism and Natu¬ 
ralism and other theories which identify the real world 

5=55qn^wR. u * 


It discards Materialism, the theory that everything is a 
form of matter , A, Y. 2. 2. 1 

S I . . . ^’*4’^ fc^W^RPT 1 . . . f^5T- 

II 


The Idealistic hypothesis that Reality is all consciousness 
is criticised in T. S. T:—%tT5T^%% SerftRraFT W9T 

i era arfimn*H^piRSr n a.v 1.4 e-?r %r*- 
11 

The theory that the world is unreal and Brahman or 
Knowledge is the only reality is disproved m A. V. 2. 2 8. and 
2. 2. 9, One sentence may be quoted —f^RtlT- 

m sr «Rm3r 11 


Sn Madhva denounces the conception of the ultimate 
unity of the jiva and Brahman, or of the paratantra and 
Svatantra, A. V. 3. 2. 10I 


*»g<Sl<Udl$d: || T. V. T:—^^T c% fatSgmfe 

si^*t: i wHKfe^r swRsrrftr affart i «Nnrg^eiT%%%«r i 


Lastly the conception of identity-and-difference (between 
the self and the Absolute) which is the pivot of many forms of 
unvedie monism of the West, ‘is rejected as opposed to- 
experience and all the Sources of Valid knowledge: A. V. 4. 2- 
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Introduction says sftt <JSTtRWi cTOT 

gfe i ft fe i ^ ssr&s&reRtn' §*r- 

8 

Thus as every form of monism is untenable, on pure 
philosophical considerations. Sri Madhva’s Tattva-vada may 
aptly be named Qualified Natural Dualism. 63 The Svatantra 
is naturally different from the asvatantra. The qualification 
consists in the fact that the two ultimately irreducible 
principles that are accepted are always related by the laws 
of their inherent natures. Relation, according to Sri Madhva 
does not 1 mply identity of nature of the things related. On 
the contrary, as a general rule, relation between two things 
implies their essential duality of nature. Hence Svatantra and 
paratantra are essentially distinct principles, because they 
are related-, and there is nothing in the conception of relation 
of Niyamya-niyamaktva (ruled-and-ruler) between them to 

dilute their essential difference P, D. 8. 8. says •— 

T. V. mentions the only six contingencies which 
necessitate the conception of identity-and-difference between 
two things; =3 ... I after 3J0RT- 

sm: i foqitowataaare r q T I fc& g gs c a t- 

*hr n t. v. t .— i WJijjqr- 

II The world and Brahman do not belong to any one of 

these six groups. The Siddhanta, then, ss mm- 

U (A. V. 2. 2 6.) “Brahman is identi¬ 
cal with His forms and attributes and is absolutely different 
from non-God, the entire world" 


63 The word qualified is used figuratively or in the sense 
of "wtth special qualifications which entitle it to claim to be 
the most truthful explanation Of life and the most f-uthful 
system to the~Ved(Wb” 
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Sri'Madhva repeatedly calls the attention of his readers 
to the Svatantra-paratantra dvaita. The dualism of God and 
the world is again and again described as Svatantra-paratantra 
difference. The reason is obvious. The very word paratantra 
implies that the world is naturally dependent upon God 
immanent in it and is therefore related to a second beiigg. 
The word Svatantra implies by its definition the transcendent 
glory of God. 64 The former—the idea of paratantra, as 
defined—esehews the defects of unphilosophieal dualisms and 
pluralisms which cannot explain the problems, of variety, free¬ 
will, world-order, harmony and uniformity of nature; the 
latter—the idea of Svatantra as defined-emphastses the 
absolute and ultimate distinctness of the two elements 
postulated, prevents the system from degenerating into the 
barren simplicity of all forms of monism 65 and idealism and 
safeguards the dualistic character of the system The system 
is thus Natural Dualism, the dualism of two ultimately distinct 
but ever related beings; dualism with a qualification* not 
possessed by any other system m the world, for the difference 
and the relation are both natural and mutually unopposed m 
character. 


CONCLUSION 


Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar’s article is a manual of 
Theism. The quotations he has-given are all dualistic in 
significance. But by misusing them and misinterpreting them 
at times, and sometimes by using them in wrong contexts and 
by wrongly defining the terms monism, theism, etc., he 

64 t. s. t. P . 2 snjfa 

safcpsr i it 

65 A. V. 1. 1. 1, 3. 2. 1. etc., show the force of logic with 
which Sri Madhva repudiates monism in all its forms, and 
how earnestly he thinks that monistic lendings are a degrada¬ 
tion, not an exaltation to a philosophical system which aims 
to be a true explanation of life and universe. 
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mystifies his readers into a belief that there is no second 
cause at all in the system of Sri Madhva, as if a dependent 
cause has no distinct individuality. The philosophy which 
maintains that God is responsible for everything, is Theism; 
that which holds that God is everything is monism. In 
Christianity we have a theistio conception of God who 
actually creates a world with no material cause; the world 
according to the Bible is actually derived from God. Still 
substantial difference is admitted between the world and God. 
and so the system is called a form of Theism and not monism 
except in a very .loose sense. There is no example of a monis¬ 
tic system rathe world which maintains two reals devoid of 
factual identity m some form or other, in other words which 
accepts absolute distinctness between the two reals postulated; 


Dvaita, on the other hand, accepts many eternal coevals 
with inherent reality of their own distinct from God and the 
fact tfcat they are all dependent upon the God immanent in 
them does not take away their distinct individualities and 
entitle us to regard them as constituent elements of a moni¬ 
stic scheme of thought. Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar ignores 
this aspect of Sri Madhva’s teachings. The existence of a 
Svatantra is a gift of the Vedas. From the idea of Svatantrya 
with which Mr. H. N. R. begins his thesis, the Gunapurnatva 
{perfection) of God, is to be inferred. On the other hand, Sri 
Madhva's philosophy starts with the idea of perfection and 
accepts the quality of independence as a proof of the admitted 
perfection 66 The philosophy of a perfect God is Theism. 
"There is no need to feel ashamed of being a Tneist." No nation 
can be without God for long, tor all nations are rooted in 
Him. Theism will be the ruling philosophy of the world in¬ 
cluding Russia; for it is Truth. 


66 See Y. T. V. p 1 —JURTtiq^ 
I and N. S. 312.—J 
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ABBREVIATIONS 


A V—Anuvyakhyana. 

Ai Bh—Aitareya Bhashya. 

Ai Bh T—Aitareya Bhashya 
Tika. 

B S—Brahma Sutras. 

B S B—Brahma Sutra Bhashya. 

B. S. B. D.—Brahma Sutra 
Bhashya Dipika. 

Bbg —Bhagavata. 

Bhg. T.—Bhagavata Tatparya 

Br Bh—Brhadarana Bhasya. 

DPP V—Dvaita Philosophy 
and its place m the Veda¬ 
nta. 

D P Psy—Dictionary of Philo¬ 
sophy and Psychology. 

(Wrongly printed as D P S). 

D S—Dvadasa Stotra. 

En R E—Encyclopedia of 
Religion and Ethics. 

Gita Bh—Gita Bhasya. 

G V—Gita Vivritti. 

M S S—Madhva Siddhanta 
Sara. 

M T N—Mahabbarata Tatparya 
Nirnaya. 

M V—Madhva Vijaya. 

N S—Nyaya Sudha, 

N V—Nyaya Vivarana. 

N V B—Nyaya Vivarana Bba- 
vabodha, 

O E D—Oxford English Dic¬ 
tionary. 


P C—Pramana Candrika. 

P D—Prameya Dipika. 

S—Srinivasa Tirthiya. 

S D—Satyadharma. 

S T R M—Sattattva Ratna- 
mala. 

T C—Tatparya Candrika, 

T P—Tattva Prakasika. 

T S—Tattva Sankhyana, 

T S T—Tattva Sankhyana Tika. 
T S T (R) —Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Raghavendra Tirthiya. 
T S T (S)—Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Srinivasa Tirthiya. 

T V—Tattva Viveka. 

T V T—Tattva Viveka Tika. 
Tai Up—Taittareya Upamshad, 
Tai Bh—-Taittareya Bhashya. 
Tai Bh T—Taittareya Bhashya 
Tika, 

Tai Bh T (S)—Taittareya Bha¬ 
shya Tika Srinivasa Tir- 
thiya. 

U K M—Upadhikhandana Man- 
daramanjari. 

V T N or V T V—Vishnu Ta¬ 

ttva-Vmirnaya. 

V T V T- „ „ Tika, 

V T V T (B)— „ „ 

(Bhavadipa). 

V M—Yukti Mallika, 

0 SIT—Chandogya Bhashya. 
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